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I. Description of the Proposed Action 



A. Introduction 

The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT), m cooperation with Lewis & Clark 
County, plans to recoiistnict 13.6 kilometers (km) or about 8.4 miles, of Montana Secondary 
Route 430 ("S-430") also known as Canyon Feny Road. The project also mvolves limited work 
on Montana Secondary Route 284 (known as "S-284" or Spokane Creek Road) soutli of the 
intersection of tliese routes. The state's Secondary Highway System consists of over 7,578 km 
(4,709 miles) of transportation routes of regional and local importance. 

The pioposed reconstruction is being administered under a project designated by MDT as 
"Canyon Feny Road" [Project Nmnber STPS 430-1(5) 1, Control Number 4480]. If advanced, 
MDT would implement the proposed highway improvements under one or more construction 
projects depending on the availability of funding. For simplicity, references to "Canyon Feny 
Road" in tliis document mean all portions of S-430 and S-284 mcluded withm the limits of this 
proposed project. References made to "Spokane Creek Road" mean the portion of S-284 located 
southoftheintersectionofS-430 and S-284. 

MDT and Lewis and Claik County have pioposed reconstructing Canyon Ferry Road due to the 
safety concerns associated with the design of tlie present roadway, its deteriorated condition, and 
the continuing increases in ti'affic on the road. There is also a desue to provide a traffic facility 
more compatible with the type of development that has and will likely occur along the route. 
The Canyon Feny Road project is not mtended to induce any new growth or development, but 
merely keep pace with tiie tiaffic generated, in part, by the growtii that is akeady occurring and 
will occur with or witiiout the improved roadway. 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) addresses the potential environmental effects of improving 
Canyon Ferry Road. MDT, tiirough the assrstance of an engineermg consultant, has initiated 
project development and prehminaiy design activities for this proposed project. This early 
project work rs essentral for determining the most appropriate design and location for the 
reconstincted road, identifying the actions and activrtres associated witii reconstnicting the 
lirghway, and for helping to predict the impacts of rebuilding this portion of Canyon Ferxy Road. 

References in thrs document to the "proposed project" or "proposed action" refer specrfically to 
tiie improvements and actrvities associated with tire Canyon Feny Road project. Text references 
to the "project corridor" refer to tire existing section of the Canyon Ferry Road highway and 
immediately adjacent lands affected by tiie proposed reconstruction. 

B. Project Location, Length and Termini 

Project Area Location. The project area occurs in tire southeastern portion of Lewrs and 
Clark County, Montana beginning about 1.6 km (1 mile) nortiieast of the corporate limits of the 
City of Helena. At itsnearest location, the Town of East Helena is about 2.4 km (1.5 miles) 
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south of the proposed project. The generallocationof the project area in Montana and in Lewis 
and Clark County is shown in FIGURE 1. 

The CanyonFeny Road project corridor is located in Sections 13, 14, 15, 22, 23 and 24 of 
Township- 10-North, Range-3-West, M.P.M. and Sections 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22 
and 23 of Township-10-Nortli, Range-2-West, M.P.M., and Section 18 of Township-10-North, 
Range-1-West, M.P.M. 

The CanyonFeny Road project corridor is compiisedof two distinctly different areas of 
roadside development — a residential/commercial section and a rural section. The 
residential/coinmeicial section of the corridor, wliich extends &om the project's beginning to 
Lake Helena Drive at RP 4.1,islocatedingenerally level teixain and lands adjacent to the 
liighway have been developed to a moderate density with numerous residential subdivisions, 
commercial estabhshments, and industrial uses. Major mtersecting roads in this section include 
Wylie Drive, Valley Diive, and Lake Helena Drive. 

The rural section (RP 4. 1 to the project end) passes through rolling terrain witli development 
consisting of scattered residences and farm and ranch land. A cluster of residences and a 
business exist near the intersection of Canyon Feny Road and Spokane Creek Road. Other than 
Spokane Creek Road, the otlier major intersectmg roads in this section include Dielil Drive/R 
Drive, Hart Lane, Fames Lane and Keir Lane. Holmberg Drive accesses a major rural 
subdivision in the rural section of the corridor. 

Project Termini. MDT's proposed Canyon Feixy Road project begins at Reference Post (RP) 
1 .205 on S-430 near' tlie City of Helena's water tieahnent plant and extends easterly for about 
13.6 km (8.4 miles) to end near RP 9.6 east of tlie present intersection of Canyon Feixy Road and 
(Spokane Creek Road). 

FIGURE 2 shows tlie specific sections of S-430 and S-284 proposed for reconstruction under 
the Canyon Ferry Road project. PHOTO PLATES 1 and 2 show typical landscapes m the 
pioject area. 

C. Scope of the Proposed Project 

This project mvolves reconstructir^ the existing bituminous surfaced roadway to meet current 
MDT Road Design Standar'ds for Rural Major Collectors. 

In general, the proposed Canyon Ferry Road reconshiiction project would: widen the exrsting 
7.2 rn (24-foot) two-lane facility to mclude new suifacmg witli wider shoulders and turn lanes at 
appropriate locations; improve the configurations and layouts of major intersections; and alter 
tlie road's grades and horizontal ahgnment to provide desuable srght distances. The project 
would be designed to meet all MDT standards for Rural Major Collectors wrth similar traffic 
volumes and desrgn speeds. 
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The new alignment for Canyon Feny Road would typically follow the existmg road's alignment 
fiom the project's begmnmg to Lake Helena Drive. Cmb and gutter and a stonn water runoff 
collection system would be provided witliin tlie residential/commercial section of the project 
coiTidor between Wylie and Lake Helena Diives. The area behind the curb and gutter in this 
section would also graded, topsoiled and seeded. This would allow easy construction of 
sidewalks with minunal disturbances should these features be installed under a separate hiture 
project. Installation of a traffic signal is proposed at tlie Wyhe Drive intersection. The Valley 
Drive intersection would be reconstructed to facilitate the installation of a fliture signal when 
warrants aie met. 

East of Lake Helena Drive, the new road would be reconstructed to a "rural" design with 
horizontal alignment sliifts, flatter roadside slopes, and ditches along the highway. Sharp curves 
and the vertical alignment of tlie load in this aiea of Canyon Feiry Road would be modified to 
meet MDT's geometric design criteria. The intersection at Canyon Feiry Road witii Spokane 
Creek Road would also be substantially reconfigured to improve safety. 

The pioposed pioject would include acquiring additional right-of-way for tiie liighway, 
relocating conflicting utilities, clearing and grubbing, grading, surface drainage, plant mix 
surfacing, replacing existing bridges and culverts, signing and striping, seeding, fencing and 
other miscellaneous items. 

The Canyon Feny Road project would also include limited access contiol to help alleviate tiafflc 
conflicts, improve safety, and provide for more uniform ti'affic fiows. Access control may 
involve adjusting approach locations for safer alignments, eliminatmg unnecessary appioaches, 
and combining multiple approaches. 

The Helena Valley Canal Bridge (located at RP 4.77, east of Lake Helena Drive), the "No 
Name" Spring Creek Bridge (located at RP 8.68), a dual culvert installation at Spokane Creek 
(RP 8.97), a small uiigation canal structure at about RP 2.1, and a cast-in-place concrete 
stockpass at RP 7.5 would be replaced with the proposed project. A bridge spanning the Helena 
Valley Canal near tire east project termmus would also need replacement due to the proposed 
modifications at tire Canyon Feny Road/Spokane Creek Road mtersecfion. New structiues or 
pipes would be built on or near the aligmnentsof the existing structures. Affected urigation 
facilities would also be replaced under this project. 

Additional details about tire proposed improvements and alternatives considered are included in 
Part III of tills document. 



P. Project Funding 



The proposed improvements would be financed under Montana's Surface Transportation 
Program Secondary (STPS) with funds from tiie Federal Highway Trust Fund. STPS funding is 
about 87 percent federal witii a 13 percent state match. These fluids are currently available 
tinoughtiie TransportationEquityAct for the 2 1st Century (TEA-21) and are admimstered 
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). TEA-21, enacted m June 1998, 
authorized the Federal surface transportation programs for highways, highway safety, and tiansit 
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for the six-year period fiom 1998-2003. Since TEA-21 will expire on September 30, 2003, 
fluidiiig for the Canyon Ferry Road project would come from a new authorization of suiface 
transportation programs. The UNrrED States Department of Transportation (DOT) is 
cuiTently working with Congress, State and local officials, tribal governments, and others on the 
next six-yeai' reauthorization of suiface transportation programs. Should the project be split into 
two or more projects for implementation beyond the next six-year time&ame for reauthorization, 
some projects would likely be funded under otliei flituie authorizations of federal suiface 
transportation programs. 

Funding for Montana's Secondary highways are distiibuted based on a variety of factois 
including land area accessed, niral population served, and luial road mileage. The 1999 
Legislature changed Montana's Secondary Highways Progiam to require counties in each of five 
Financial Districts to jointly develop and piioritize capital improvements programs. In the past, 
individual counties could prioritize projects within their jurisdiction. Lewis and Clark County 
nominated Canyon Ferry Road for reconstruction. In January 2000, the counties in the Gieat 
Falls Financial District established the Canyon Feiiy Road project as priority number five of 
eleven projects under consideration for this district. 

E. Jurisdiction 

Maintenance of Canyon Ferry Road has liistorically been Lewis and Clark County's obligation. 
However, action by tlie 1999 Montana State Legislature shifted tlie maintenance responsibility 
for paved secondary highways fiom individual counties to MDT. The tiansition in mamtenance 
responsibility for all paved Secondary Routes was completed by January 2001 . MDT is now 
responsible for performing major maintenance activities on Canyon Ferry Road and within its 
dedicated right-of-way. 

The Montana Highway Patrol and the Lewis and Clark County Sheriffs Department share the 
responsibility for law enforcement on Canyon Ferry Road and adjoining roadways. 
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Photo Plate 1 




Looking west from near Walter Drive east of Pricl<ly Pear Creek. This photo shows the recently completed 
"One Mile East of Helena" construction, which adjoins the beginning of the Canyon Ferry 
Road project. 



J' 


j^^^^^^^^P 


>«;.-!r'3 


^?BC2Sitfi*i.li.^^1»* V^^WR^Si 







Typical view of commercial/residential section of the Canyon Ferry Road corridor. The photo is taken 
looking westerly towards the intersection with Valley Drive. Numerous residential approaches and lack of 
turn lanes within this section contribute to vehicular conflicts. Note the proximity of utility poles to the 
existing road. 
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Photo Plate 2 
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Typical view of the "rural section" of the Canyon Ferry Road project corridor east of Lake Helena Drive. 
Lands adjoining the highway in this section have been developed with agricultural uses and scattered rural 
residences. 




Looking easterly along Canyon Ferry Road near the eastern terminus of the project. This photo illustrates 
existing development along Canyon Ferry Road on the approach to the Spokane Creek Road intersection. 
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II. Purpose and Need for the Project 



A. Purpose 

This section of tlie EA discusses the purpose of the proposed Canyon Ferry Road project and 
describes the tiansportation and other needs of the project area. These "needs" primarily relate to 
deficient conditrons associated witli the roadway and its features. The alternatives in Part III 
were developed in response to these transportation needs. 

The Canyon Feny Road project corridor has experienced high levels of growth over the last 
decade. Housing developments in tlie immediate area and to the east of tlie project has 
Significantly increased traffic volumes on tliis road. The liighway also serves as a primary route 
for accessing Canyon Ferry Reservoir, one of southwest Montana's premiei recreation locations. 
MDT and Lewis and Clark County have proposed the total reconstruction of the loute to 
impiove the operation and safety of the facility and replace a deteriorating section of highway 
tiiat is expensive and difficult to maintain. 

Canyon Feny Road immediately west of tliis proposed project was totally reconstructed under 
MDT's recentiy completed "One Mile East of Helena" project. The fimdamental purpose of this 
proposed project is to upgrade the remaining portion of Canyon Feixy Road to provide for tire 
safe and efficient movement of tiaffic. To accomplish this puipose, the proposed action must: 

■ incorporate physical changes to the loadway and its adjoining enviromnent to mcrease 
tire facility's efficiency, safety, comfort, and convenience for tire traveling public; 

■ bring the road's design into compliance witii MDT's design standards for Non-NHS Rural 
Major Collectors; and 

■ reduce maintenance requirements and costs associated with the deterioiating roadway, 
bridges and otiier drainage facilities on the route. 

B. Transportation and Other Needs 

This section identifies the tiansportation problems or concerns that already exist witii the current 
tiansportation facility or tiiat will exist if tire pioposed improvements are not implemented. 
These tiansportation "needs" focus primarily on tiaffic safety concerns and deficient or outdated 
conditions associated with the roadway and its bridges. The section begins with a brief history 
of the proposed project and a discussion of the roadway's function and use. 



1. PROJECT HISTORY AND STATUS 



The origins of Canyon Feny Road tiace back to the late 1 860's. At that time, a road leading 
fiom Helena to French Bar on tiie Missouri River crossed the soutiieastern portion of the Helena 
Valley (including tiie general project area). Farmers and ranchers in this part of the Valley used 
the route to tiansport agncultiual products to Helena residents. Over the years. Canyon Ferry 
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Road's present location was established and the facility continued to evolve mto a more 
important local transportation route. Hovv'ever, tlie road pnmarily served as a "farm-to- market" 
route for rural residents until the constiiiction of Canyon Feny Daiu m the 1950s. After 
completion of the darum 1954, tlie fimctionof Canyon Feixy Road began to cliange witli the 
provision of new recreational opportunities at Canyon Feny Reservoir and the development of 
seasonal residences on public land along tlie shores of tlie reservoir and on nearby private lands. 
Canyon Feny Road became one of the principal ways for residents fiom the Helena area and 
other parts of western Montana to access this new public recreation resource. 

The exact date of conshiiction of Canyon Feny Road is not known but the highway bndges 
witlim the project area date to 1958. Until tlie County completed a major improvement project in 
1972, a significant portion of Canyon Ferry Road was typical gravel-surfaced ruial road. The 
County's reconstniction project provided a 7.2 m (24-foot) wide bituminous smface over the 
entue length of tlie route. 

Maintenance of Canyon Ferry Road was the County's responsibility until 2000, when MDT 
assmued maintenance responsibility for all paved secondary liighways in the state fioiu 
individual counties. Over tlie years, the County performed routine maintenance and patching on 
tlie route and replaced tlie bridge over Spokane Creek (RP 8.969) with a dual culvert but did not 
undertake any otlier major improvements between 1 972 and tlie time when MDT assmued 
luaintenance responsibihty. MDT completed a thm-hft overlay project on the route fiom the 
project's beginning to Lake Helena Drive duiing 2000. 

MDT lias implemented several spot improvement projects to increase safety in identified 
accident clusters within tlie project conidor. No passing shipmg, delineation, and a fiasliing hglit 
were installed between RP 1.7 and 3.1 during August 1996 as part of project STPHS 002(167). 
Similar' unprovements were installed between RP 3.4 and 4.2 dming June 1998 under STPHS 
002(318). A fiaslimg hglit was also installed at tiie intersection of Canyon Feny Road and Lake 
Helena Drive during 2002. 

Signs, guardrail, and bridge end tieatments were installed duiing October 1993 between RP 7.6 
and 8.2 under project STPHS 430-1(1) 0. MDT identified tiie section of Canyon Feny Road 
between RP 7.3 and 7.7 as an accident cluster location in 2001. Reconstinction of the roadway 
was the recommended action for improving safety onthis section of the route. Similarly, 
lueasmes to improve safety at the Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane Creek Road intersection have 
been investigated but no major changes have been made at this conidor location. Problems at tiie 
Canyon Feny Road/Spokane Creek Road intersection have not been previously remedied due to 
the high cost of reconfiguring tiie intersection and impleiuenting other recommended tieatments. 

Efforts to improve Canyon Feny Road (beyond typical maintenance activities) began in earnest 
witii the completion of MDT's "One Mile East of Helena" project that reconstructed about 2.4 
km (1 .5 miles) of the route fiom tiie Canyon Ferry Road/York Road intersection to the beginning 
of this Canyon Feiry Road project. The "One Mile East of Helena" project mcreased the 
roadway vvddtli, improved the intersection with York Road, eliminated a dangerous set of 
horizontal curves and replaced a nanow bridge over Prickly Pear Creek. 
Lewis and Clark County nominated this section of Canyon Ferry Road for reconstinction in 
2000. After approval to proceed was received fi'oni the FHWA, a preliminary field review 
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attended by various staff &om MDT and representatives of Lewis and Clark County occimed on 
July 21, 2000. A Preluninaiy Field Review Report siumnaiizing existing conditions in the 
pioject area, identifying notable facility deficiencies, and outlining a proposed scope of work for 
the project was approved on August 24, 2000. In April 2001, woik began to prepare tlie 
necessary envuonmental docmnents, develop preliminaiy design and right-of-way plans, and 
perform otlier necessary activities foi the pioject. 



2. FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 



The roads comprising Montana's highway system are classified by tiie cliaracter of service 
(function) they provide. The functional classification system lecognizes tiiat each liighway or 
street provides varying levels of access to property and tiavel mobility. Functional classification 
also provides tiie fiamework for determining the geometiic design of individual liighways and 
stieets. Once the function of tire liighway is defined, tire appropriate design contiols, roadside 
safety elements, amenities, and other design values can be determined. 

According to the STP Route Segment Plan in MDT's Road Design Manual, Canyon Feny Road 
is classified as a Non-NHS- Secondary Rural Collector Road . Non-NHS- Secondary refers to 
Secondary Routes not on tire National Highway System (NHS) in Montana. Collector routes are 
characterized by a roughly even distiibution of tiien access to and from property and mobility 
fimction. In rural areas, collectors sei"ve intia-regional needs, operate as farm-to-market roads, 
and provide connections to the arterial system. Canyon Feny Road links Helena with outiying 
residential and agricultural areas nortii and east of the City and serves as one of two luajor 
roadway links between Helena and the Town of East Helena. 



3. CURRENT AND PROJECTED ROAD USE 



Road Use. Canyon Ferry Road is one of the major travel routes used by residents comruuting 
between permanent or seasonal homes located m the east Helena Valley or along Canyon Feixy 
Reseivoir and destinations witliin tiie Crty of Helena and tiie Town of East Helena . The 
importance of tins road as a commuter route has increased over the years witii continued rural 
residential development in outlying areas of the valley. Dmii^ much of tiie year, this route also 
recerves significant use by recreational traffic heading to sites along Canyon Ferry Resen/on and 
tiie Missomi River and wrthin tiie Helena National Forest. Agncultiire rs still the dominant land 
use m much of the Helena Valley and Canyon Ferry Road serves as an important "faim-to- 
niarket" road for many agircultiual operations. 

The Helena area has steadily grown over the last several decades and should continue to see 
sustained resrdential and commercial growtii. As development continues in the Helena Valley, 
the importance of Canyon Ferry Road in the overall tiansportation system of the area has and 
will increase. Improvements to the route are necessary to be responsive to the demands (and 
impacts) that have occuned since tiie road was originally built and the upgraded facility must be 
capable of meeting transportation needs over the next twenty or more years. 

The proposed Canyon Feny Road project may contribute to further growth and development 
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along tlie route by providing a route that would make coiTunutiiig to and from Helena easier. 
While tins rs a possrbility, there are too many other factors tliat promote growtli to make accurate 
predictrons wrthin this docmnent about where and when such growth may occur'. The factors 
include items such as the general econoiuy, land prrces, tax levels and the existence of services, 
to name a few. Current land use planning policies of the County encourage new development to 
locate in areas Irke the project corridor where county servrces and in&astnictiire exist to better 
accommodate giowtli. 

Current and Future Traffic Volumes. MDT's annual traffic counting program does not 
include the segiuent of Canyon Ferry Road proposed foi reconstiuction. In order to develop 
accurate tiaffic count information for this section of the route, ti'affic data infonuation was used 
&01U the 1999 Montana Major Collector Study and &oiu maclime counts collected by MDT's 
design consultant during 200 1 . This data was collected and refined to provide accurate Average 
Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes for the different sections of Canyon Ferry Road. The current and 
fiituie ADT voluiues for various sections of the project corridor aie presented m TABLE 1. 
Year 2024 tiaffic voluiues for tiiese same sections were projectedbased on a 3.3% annual 
grovrth factor for the road. 



TABLE 1 : Current and Future Traffic Volumes 


1 Canyon Ferry Road (S-430) - RP 1 .0 to RP 9.2 




Location within Project Corridor 


Current (2001) 

Average Daily Traffic 

Volume 


Projected Year 2024 

Average Daily Traffic 

Volume 


^West of Wylie Drive (RP 1.0 to RP 2.0) 


6,000 


12,600 


East of Wylie Drive (RP 2.0 to RP 3.0) 


6,100 


12,900 


East of Valley Drive (RP 3 to RP 4.0) 


3,620 


7,644 


East of Lake Helena Drive 


1,800 


3,800 


West of Spokane Creek Road 


1,500 


3,200 



NOTE: Shading in Table 1 denotes locations within the "commercial/residential" section of the project corridor. 

Other key characteristics of average tiaffic on thrs section of Canyon Ferry Road are listed 
below: 



Design Hourly Volume (DHV) 
Directional Distribution 
Percent Commercial Tracks 



830 vehicles pei hour 

55-45% 

<3% of all veliicles 



4. CURRENT AND FUTURE LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 
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One of the major reasons for undertaking the proposed improvements to Canyon Ferry Road is to 
provide for tlie safe and efficient movement of traffic. To accomphsh tliis, the proposed action must 
ensure an acceptable level of service (LOS) under anticipated future tiaffic conditions. In this 
instance, an acceptable level of service means that the proposed facility must operate at LOS C or 
liigher under flitiue traffic conditions. 

The LOS represents the operatmg conditions that occiu' on a highway mtersection or specific 
segment of the highway when accommodating various tiaffic volumes. Factors affecting LOS 
include speed and tiavel time, freedom to maneuver, tiaffic interruptions, comfort and convenience, 
and induectiy, safety. LOS analyses provide a quahtativemeasurement of operational conditions 
withm the tiaffic sti'eam and tiieir perception by motorists and/or passengers. 

Levels of service for different types of facilities aie based on factors describing the quality of 
operation on the facility. For two-lane highways, average tiavel speed and the time delay aie the 
primary measures of effectiveness considered in LOS analyses. The operating conditions of a 
liighway are measmed on the basis of sis levels of service, designated as LOS A through LOS F by 
the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). LOS A represents the best operating conditions (fiee- 
flowing tiaffic) and LOS F tiie worst operating conditions (low tiavel speeds witli fiequent delays). 
Levels of service for intersections are stated in terms of tire average stopped delay per vehicle 
and is also categorized fiom LOS A to LOS F. Descriptions of operating conditions under 
various LOS categories are provided in TABLE 2. 



TABLE 2: Level of Service (LOS) Descriptions 




LOS Category 


Description of Operating Conditions 


LOS A 


Free flow. LOS A represents high speed, smooth flow with little or no interference 
between vehicles. 


LOSB 


Lower speeds than LOS A, although flow is still good and httle congestion exists. In 
urban areas, average over-all speeds di'op due to intersection delay and vehicular 
conflicts. 


LOSC 


Lower speeds than LOS B, although flow is still good and little congestion exists. 
Operation is still stable with acceptable delays, but becoming more critical. 


LOSD 


Level D shows still lower speeds than previous levels. There is some congestion, and 
conditions become slightly unstable with respect to tiavel time and delay. The traffic 
flow is beginning to tax the ci^abilities of the street section. In urban and suhurban areas, 
delays at intersections may be extensive with some cars waiting two or more cycles. 


LOSE 


The traffic flow is unstable, and the traffic volumes are at capacity. Any momentaiy 
stoppage may create an immediate and significant amount of congestion. Traffic is 
backed up continuously at intersection ^proaches. 


LOSF 


Level of service F is demonstrated by conditions of heavy congestion and stop-and-go 
tiaffic. All intersections are handling traffic in excess of edacity. Vehiculai' back-ups 
extend back from signalized intersections, through unsignalized intersections. 



The existing and fiitme LOS on Canyon Ferry Road was analyzed using cmrent tiaffic data and 
projected tiaffic for the year 2024. MDT's design consultant followed procedures outlined in 
tire Transportation Research Board's Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) - Special Report 209 and 
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used tlie Highway Capacity Software (HCSj to complete the LOS evaluations for road segments 
and major intersections within the Canyon Ferry Road project corridor. The LOS analyses for 
intersections considered tiafQc volumes, tuiiiing movement data, the types of vehicles using the 
road, and geometric informahon for the current conditions and anticipated conditions in tlie year 
2024. 

Current and Future LOS for Roadway Segments. The LOS evaluatrons for the different 
roadway segments along Canyon Ferry Road showed that the roadway currently fimctrons at 
LOS C in tlie commercial/residential section and LOS B in the rural section of the conidor. If 
improved as proposed under this project, tlie rural section of the project conidor would fluictron 
at LOS B based on 2024 haffic conditions. 

Current and Future LOS at Major Intersections. Due to the presence of nmnerous 
closely spaced mtersectrons, it is not appropriate to use roadway segment analysis to estrmate the 
future LOS wrthin the commercial/resrdential section of the corrrdor. Instead, unsignalized 
intersection analyses were performed for allmajormtersectronsmthispart of the corridor. 

The unsignalized intersection analysis shows that all of tlie Canyon Feny Road approaches at 
stop-controlled intersections witliin tlie corridor, with tlie exception of rts approaches at Wyhe 
Drive, currently operate at LOS A. All other stop-controlled side road approaches curxently 
operate at LOS A or B, with the exception of Wylie Drive. The Wylie Drive approaches to 
Canyon Feny Road currently operate at LOS C, whrcli rs considered acceptable by MDT for this 
type of facility. 

Based on year 2024 traffic data and unsignalized condrtrons, the LOS is expected to decrease at 
most otlier intersections along the project conidor. The analysis showed tiiat Wyhe Drive's and 
Tizer Road's intersections with Canyon Ferry Road would operate at LOS F and LOS E, 
respectively, under peak-hour traffic conditions m the year 2024 if they continue to operate as 
unsignalized inter sectrons. This poor level of servrce during peak hour tiaf&c conditions suggests 
that tiaffic signals may be wananted at tiiese locations. Future tiaffic signal needs at these and 
other major intersections in the corridor are discussed in the following section. 

Traffic Siqnalization Needs. Wanants for tiaffic signals were reviewed at all mtersectrons 
witiim tiie project corridor based on cunent and future tiaffic vohmies. The wanant analysis was 
conducted using gurdelines outiined in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD). The MUTCD describes each of the erght wanants necessary to assess the need for 
intersection signalization. The warrants do not imply that a signal must be installed, but at least 
one of the warxants must be met before a signal can be considered. 

The wanant analysis showed that the Wylie Drive intersection may satisfy the requirements for 
tluee of the eight wanants by the year 2024, with one of the wanants currently being met. An 
additional warrant would likely be met by the time the proposed project is ready for conshuction. 
The Valley Drrve intersection may also meet tiiree wanants by 2024. However, none of the 
warrants would likely be met for at least ten more years from now. Therefore, signal warxants 
would probably not be met until after tiie proposed Canyon Ferry Road project is built. 

Altiiough the LOS analysis predicts the Trzer Road approach to Canyon Feny Road would 
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operate at LOS E by the year 2024, the intersection would be unlikely to meet any traffic signal 
warrants by that time. 

Left Turn and Right Turn Lane Needs. Major intersections in tiie project conidor were 
also examined to determine tiie need for left and right timi lanes based on cun'ent and ftiture 
traffic vohmies. Using guidelines from MDT's "Road Design Manual" (Figures 13. 3C and 
13. 3E, "Volume Guidelines for Left-Turn Lanes at Unsignalized Intersections on 2-Lane 
/f/gMffl>'j'"),it was determined that foiu' intersections would justify left-turn lanes on the Canyon 
FeiTy Road approaches by 2024. These intersections include Tizer Road, Baldy Drive, Dusty 
Maiden Drive, and Valley Drive. 

None of the intersections studied have projected design-year tiaffic vohmies that indicate the 
need for right-turn lanes. 

A left turn lane for westbound motorists is considered prudent and was recommended on the east 
approach to the intersection of Canyon Ferry Road and Spokane Creek Road. The provision of a 
deceleration lane on tliis relatively steep downhill grade would and remove turning tiaffic 
(seasonally includmg many RV's and vehicles with camping or boat tiailers) fiom tiirough tiaffic 
on Canyon Feny Road. 



5. ROADWAY AND BRIDGE DEFICIENCIES 



Consistent and predictable driving characteristics are important featiues of a safe and convenient 
road. Variances in tire physical conditions of the road or inconsistencies in the way the road is 
designed can have a duect bearing on tiie overall safety of tiie roadway and the ability of 
motorists to negotiate tiie facihty. PHOTO PLATES 3 and 4 illustiate some of the existing 
problems and deficiencies vvdthin the Canyon Feixy Road project corridor. 

The motorist's ability to see ahead is a primary consideration in the safe and efficient operation 
of a vehicle on a highway. Sharp curves aiound terrain features or over the crests of hills do not 
provide sufficient distance for a motorist to see an obstmction in the roadway and to stop if 
necessary. Such curves are said to lack adequate stopping sight distance . The American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) defines 
stopping sight distance as the length of roadway ahead visible to the driver. 

The amount of stopping sight distance reqmied depends mostly on the design speed (the selected 
speed used to determine the various geometric features of the roadway). The design speed is 
typically established based on tiie topography, anticipated operating speed, adjacent land use, 
and the functional classification of the highway. All of the pertinent featiues of tiie lughway 
must be related to the design speed to obtain a balanced and sound design for tiie facihty. 

It should be noted that design speed does not equal the operating speed or running speed of 
vehicles ontheroadway or the posted speed hniit. According to AASHT0'sy4 Po//cv oh 
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, the "operating speed" is the speed at which drivers 
are observed operating their velncles. The "running speed" is tiie speed at which an individual 
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vehicle tiavels over a specified section of highway (i.e., a specified distance traveled divided by 
tlie time taken by the veliicle to travel the specified distance) . Other tlian by state statute, the 
"posted speed limit" is established based on the results of a special engineering and traffic study 
to determine the speedat or below wliich 85 percent of all observed veliicles were traveling. The 
85tli percentile of tlie distribution of observed speeds is also the most frequently used measure of 
operating speed. 

The appropriate design speeds for various functional classifications of roads in Montana have 
been established and aie published in MDT's "Road Design Manual." Canyon Feriy Road is 
classified as a Non-NHS- Secondary Rui'al Collector Road. Appiopriate design speeds for such 
roads range fiom 80 km/li (50 mph) to 100 km/h (60 mph) depending on teiram features. 

Requirements for stopping sight distance length, as well as other geometric features such as 
horizontal and vertical curvature and superelevation (the degree of banking on curves), are 
duectiy related to and vary substantially with design speed. Highway designers stiive to use as 
liigh a design speed as piacticable to attain tiie desired degree of safety, mobility, and efficiency 
withm the consti'aints of environmental quality, economics, aesthetics, and social impacts. 

PRINCIPAL DESIGN CONTROLS 

Canyon Feny Road passes tiiiough level terrain m the commeicial/residential section of the 
coiTidor to lolhng terram in tire eastern and more rural portion of the project area. MDT's "Road 
Design Manual" states that appropriate design speeds foi Ruial Major Collectors are 100 km/h 
(60 mph) for roads in level terrain and 80 km/h (50 mph) for roads m rolling terrain. The 
existing posted speed limit is 90 km/li (55 mph) within the commeicial/residential section and 
1 00 km/h (60 mph) for most of tiie rural section with stietches of 70km/li (45 mph) near the 
intersection of Spokane Creek Road and ai'eas witii sharper horizontal curves. 

Based on these considerations, MDT's design guidance mdicates tiiat a design speed of 100 km/h 
(60 mph) IS appiopriate foi tiie commercial/residential section of the coiiidor. However, based 
on site constiamts and a review of tiavel speed data, MDT determined that a 90 km/li (55 mph) 
design speed is appropriate for the commercial/residential section of Canyon Feny Road. The 
appropriate design speed for the rural section of this project was established at 80 km/h (50 
mph). 

ContioUing geometiic standards for botii 90 km/li (55 mph) and 80 km/h (50 mph) designs are as 
follows fiom Figure 12-5.- Geometric Design Criteria for Rural Collector Roads (Non-NHS - 
Secondary) and Chapter 8 of MDT's "Road Design Manual"): 

90 km/h (55 mph) 80 km/h (50 mph) 

Minimum Radii 305 m (1 ,000 feet) 230 m (755 feet) 

Maximum Gradients 5% (level terrain) 7% (rolling terrain) 



Photo Plate 3: Existing Road Conditions and Geometric Deficiencies 
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Photo Plate 3 




Multiple utilities and steep roadsides adjacent to Canyon Ferry Road present hazards to motorists within 
the commercial/residential section of the project corridor. 




Looi<ing west down the steep approach of Canyon Ferry Road from the existing intersection of Spokane 
Creek Road. The existing layout, steep approach grade, roadside developments, terrain, and multiple 
approaches combine to make the existing intersection hazardous. 
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Photo Plate 4 




View of Canyon Ferry Road approach to Spokane Creek Road Intersection nearthe eastern terminus of 
the project. The existing alignment closely follows the rolling terrain and contributes to limited sight 
distance. 




This photograph of the existing (timber bridge) approaches across "No Name Spring Creek" near RP 8.7 
shows the poor condition of the road surface, limited sight distance, and the steep roadside slopes. 
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90 km/h f55 mph) 80 km/h (50 mph) 

Minimum Passing Sight Distance 615 m (2,018 feet) 550 m (1,805 feet) 

Desirable Stoppmg Sight Distance 170 m (558 feet) 140 m (459 feet) 

Minimum Stopping Sight Distance 140 m (459 feet) 120 m (394 feet) 

ROADWAY DEFICIENCIES AND ALIGNMENT IRREGULARITIES 

Based on the geometric design criteria for Collector Roads (Non-NHS- Secondary) from MDT's 
"Road Design Manual" and tlie selected design speeds for this project, the following geometric 
defrciencies are evident. 

Deficient Roadway Width. The existing roadway is cuirently only 7.2 m (24 feet) wide 
tliiough tlie entue project area. According to MDT's geometric design criteria for Ruial 
Collectors and cunent aveiage daily traffic, tlie recommended minimum widtli for the 
reconstniction between the project's beginning and Lake Helena Drive is 1 2.0 m (40 feet). A 
roadway of this width would accommodate two 3.6 m (12 foot) wide travel lanes and two 2.4 m 
(8 foot) wide shoulders. The addition of any tiun lanes within tliis section of the conidor would 
require additional widthof up to 4.2 m (14 feet) to accommodate left turn lanes, two-way left 
turn lanes and stiiped medians or transitions between each. Theiefore, tiie minimum standaid 
roadway widlh for tiie commercial/iesidential section of Canyon Feixy Road would be 12.0 m 
(40 feet) or 16.2 m(54 feet) witii tire mclusion of turn lanes. Because of recognized site 
constiaints, MDT is considering shouldeis withwidtiisof 1.8 to 2.1 m (6 to 7 foot) from the edge 
of tiie tiavel lane to file face of curb between Wylie Drive and Lake Helena Drive. 

MDT's geometiic design criteria for the rural section of the corridor (east of Lake Helena Drive) 
indicates that tiie roadway should be at least 9.6 m (32 feet) wide based on current tiafBc 
volumes. Aroadway of tins width would acconuiiodate two 3.6 m (12 foot) wide tiavel lanes and 
two 1.2 m (4 foot) wide shoulders. If fixture (design yeai) tiaffic volumes are considered, tiie 
minimum required roadway width for the luial section of the corridor increases to 12.0 iti(40 
feet). The mcreased vvddtii would allow for the provision of 2.4 m (8 foot) wide shoulders. 

Horizontal Alignment. The contiolling geometric design criteria listed above were used to 
evaluate the existing road's aligmnent. Preliminary engineering analyses determined that the 
existing horizontal alignment of Canyon Feixy Road west of Spokane Creek Road is generally 
acceptable. The existing highway ahgnment tluough the commercial/iesidential section is nearly 
tangent (stiaight) witii a few only slight deflections fi'oiii tangent. Horizontal curves witiun the 
rural section near RP 7.3, RP 8.1, andRP 8.6 are not adequate for tiie applicable design criteria. 

Vertical Alignment. The existing vertical alignment is adequate from the project's begimiing 
to about RP 5.0 where the road encounters rolling tenain. Sight distance is substandard at most 
veitical curves east of RP 5.0 since the existing road closely follows tiie lully tenain. 

The project encounters a long grade between RP 4.6 and 6.0. The steepest grade in this segment 
is about 10 percent, which exceeds tiie maximum design gradient of 7 peicent. The project 
includes anotiier grade fioniRP 6.8 to 7.1, which is approximately 6 percent. Canyon Ferry 
Road intersects Spokane Creek Road on a short, relatively steep giade. 
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Intersection Geometries. Most of the intersections along the commercial/residential portion 
of the project are simple m design and located on flat ten'ain. Most existing intersections have 
"T" or four -leg con&guiations. Geometiic problems aie apparent at the intersection of Canyon 
Ferry Road and Wylie Drive, particularly for large tracks with trailers. Eastbound tiafQc on 
Canyon Feny Road stopped at Wylie Drive may occasionally have to stop well short of tlie stop 
line or have to back up to allow large trucks with trailers to turn west onto Canyon Feny Road 
fiom Wylie Drive. Reconstructionoftheintersectionwithlarger radii in each quadrant of tlie 
intersection is necessaiy to alleviate this undesuable geometiic and operating condition at 
Canyon Ferry Road and Wylie Drive. 

The intersection of Canyon Ferry Road and Spokane Creek Road in the rural segment is located 
on a curve, has steep grades on all approaches and sight distance restrictions due to its skewed 
configuration. The intersection is cmrently configiu'ed witli Spokane Creek Road as the major 
tlirough road requiring the predominant eastbound fiaffic on Canyon Ferry Road to stop. 
Eastbound motorists have minimal room to stop at tlie intersection. 

Studies indicate that 70 percent of all traffic passmg through the Canyon Feny Road/Spokane 
Creek Road intersection tiun fiom or onto Canyon Ferry Road. This tiaffic pattern indicates a 
need to reconfigure the intersection so that tiie major traffic movement would be given 
preference and would not be requued to turn or stop. 

BRIDGE DEFICIENCIES 

MDT periodically conducts detailed evaluations of tire condition of bndges on tire state highway 
system and on many off-system roads. The evaluations are used to develop a Sufficiency Rating 
to measure the condition of each bridge. The Sufficiency Rating is a composite of several ratings 
of individual bridge items that consider the stnictuial condition and geometry of tire bridge. A 
bridge with a low ratmg on stractural items vvdll be designated as "stractmally deficient" and a 
bridge with a poor rating for geometry items will be designated as "functionally obsolete." 
Sufficiency Ratings are based on a 100-point scale. 

The Canyon Feny Road project contains three bndges that are proposed for replacement with 
eitiier new stnictmes or large diameter culverts due to their deteriorated physical condition, lack 
of adequate deck width or incompatibility vvdth tire proposed road design's horizontal or vertical 
features. The locations, bridge types, date of construction, and Sufficiency Ratings for these 
bridges are listed m TABLE 3. 

The Helena Valley Canal Bridge at RP 4.77 is considered to be functionally obsolete and eligible 
for rehabilitation by MDT's Bridge Bureau based on tiie results of the stnictiue's inspections in 
August 2002. The bridge at RP 4.77 would also not meet proposed road elevations or 
accommodate tiieproposedroadway width of 12.0m (40 feet) for tire rural section of the project 
corridor. 

The load Irmit for bridges in tiie project area should be 36-tons. MDT's Bridge Bureau rated the 
load-carrying capacity of tiie bridge at RP 8.68 ("No Name" Spring Creek) at 15-tons. The 
bridge at "No Name"" Spring Creek has undergone at least one temporary fix by MDT 
maintenance crews to protect its structural load canying capacity. Prior to tiiis project's 
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nomination, MDT had proposed to replace the bridge with a large culvert. Because of tire low 
load rating, any larger-tlian-noimal tiiickloads could be at risk crossing this bridge. Additionally, 
tlie budge at "No Name"" Spring Creek cannot accommodate tire proposed 12.0 m (40 feet) wide 
roadway. 



1 


TABLE 3: Bridge Locations, Types, and Sufficiency Ratings 
1 Canyon Ferry Road 


Location (RP) 
MDT Bridge No. 


Bridge Length and 
Roadway Width 


Structure Type 


Date 
Built 


Sufficiency 
Rating* 


Helena Valley Canal 

(RP4.77} 
S00430004+07731 


13.41 mx 7.35 m 
(44feetx 24.1 feet) 


Two- span timber 


1958 


68.8 


"No Name" Spring Creek 

(RP 8.68) 
S00430008+07951 


5.57 111 X 7.70 m 
(18feetx25.3feet) 


Single-span timber 


1958 


64.2 


Helena Valley Canal 

{RP 4.70**) 
S00284004+07001 


21 .94 mx 9.39 m 
(72 feet X 30.8 feet) 


Three-span timber 


1958 


72.9 



* Rating based on results of inspection during April and August 2002. 

** Bridge location referenced to Spokane Creek Road (Secondaiy Route 284). 

Anotliei bridge crossing tlie Helena Valley Canal (at RP 4.70 on Spokane Creek Road) would 
need to be replaced due to its inadequate width and the mabihty to incorporate the structiue and 
its approaches mto the proposed recon&giuation of the Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane Creek Road 
uitersection and transition to the existmg liighway at tlie eastern project tenninus. 

The location of bridges and major imgation structures along Canyon Feiiy Road are shown in 
FIGURE 7 in Part IV of the EA. 



6. ROAD CONDITION 



The surfacing of Canyon Ferry Road varies considerably over the length of the project due to 
manner in wliich the road was originally built and later improved. Testmg shows that the road's 
surface consists of bitummous surfacing material ranging in tliickness fi'oin 1 5 millimeters (mm), 
or about 0.5 mches, to 110 mm (4.3 inches) over gravel base material rangmg &om50 mm (2 
inches) to 255 mm (1 mches) in thickness. 

Overall, the existing road surface is in poor condition and exliibits many forms of pavement 
distress (such as raveling, bleeding, pot holes, iiitting, and various types of surface cracking) that 
affect tlie quality of the ridmg surface. Most of tlie existing liighway within tlie project coiTidor 
has not received any major work, except for localized maintenance activities, since 1972. 
However, MDT completed a large overlay project on the liighway fi'om tlie beginning of the 
proposed Canyon Ferry Road project to Lake Helena Drive m 2000. 
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MDT annually collects data on pavement condition and rates the roughness of pavements on the 
state road system. MDT uses tlie Average Ride Index (ARl), a measurement of pavement 
rouglmess, as an indicator of pavement performance factors like driving comfort, vehicle 
operating cost, and safety. The ARI is a to 100 scale that represents the nde quahty of the 
pavement. The ARI scale values ranging fiom 80 to 100 indicate "Good" ride quality and values 
fiom 60 to 79.9 indicate "Fan" ride quality. ARI values of less tlian 59.9 suggest the ride quality 
of tlie pavement is "Poor." 

MDT's most recent (July 25, 2002) ARI for Canyon Ferry Road between RP 1 .0 and 9.2 was 68, 
suggesting the road's pavement has a fair ride quality. This liigher tlian expected rating is due to 
tlie fact that a major portion of tlie roadway was overlaid m 2000. 



C. Safety 



1. ACCIDENT HISTORY OF THE PROJECT CORRIDOR 



Information about past motor vehicle accidents on Canyon Feny Road was reviewed to identify 
long-term accident patterns and characteristics. Data fiom the Safety Management System, the 
State's computerized accident recording system, provides information on the type, fiequency, 
location and severity of each reported crash withm the project area . For this evaluation, the 
accident history fiom October 1, 1991 to September 30, 2001 was reviewed for the Canyon Ferry 
Road corridor between RP 1.00 and 9.241 and in the vicinity of Canyon Feny Road's 
intersection with Spokane Creek Road. 

The accident data revealed tliat a total of 200 accidents, mcluding one fatal crash and 85 crashes 
tliat produced injuries, were investigated withm the Canyon Feny Road project conidor during 
tlie specified period. A total of 1 48 accidents were mvestigated in the commercial/residential 
section (between RP 1 .00 to 4.200) and 52 accidents were reported in tlie nual section (between 
RP 4.201 to 9.241). Five additional accidents occuned along Spokane Creek Road witliin about 
0.8 km (0.5 miles) distance of the Canyon Feny Road intersection. Please note that otlier fatal, 
injury and property damage accidents have occurred within the project comdor since tlie end of 
the ten-year accident study period ending in September 2001 . 

TABLE 4 smnmarizes the major accident types and severity characteristics for the crashes that 
were investigated on the route during the ten-year accident study period. FIGURE 3 shows the 
generalized locations of reported motor vehicle accidents durmg tlie study period on Canyon 
Ferry Road and on Spokane CreekRoadmthe vicinity of the intersection of these routes. 

As the TABLE 4 shows, the ten-year accident rate for tlie commercial/residential and the rural 
sections of the Canyon Ferry Road Study Area were 5.64 accidents per million vehicle miles of 
travel (ACC/MVMT) and 1.46 ACC.MVMT, respectively. These rates compare to a statewide 
average accident rate of 1 .77 ACC/MVMT for all rural Secondary Roads. The accident rate in 
the commercral/residential section of the project conidor is nearly 3.2 times lirgher than tlie 
statewide average for all rural Secondary Roads. The accrdent rate witliin tlie niral sectron of the 
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o Property Damage Only 
• Injury Accident 

(includes incapacitating, non-incapacitating 

and possible injury accidents) 

Fatal Accident 



Figure 3: 

Accident History Map 

October 1, 1991 thru September 30, 2001 
RP 1.205 to RP 9.605 
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corridor is slightly below tlie statewide average accident rate for all rural Secondary Roads. 

The severity index and severity rate presented in TABLE 4 aie statistics commonly used by 
MDT as measuies of tlie overall severity of accidents on a road segment or route based on the 
number and degree of injuries recorded during a given time period. 



TABLE 4: Accident Summary (1 991 -2001 ) 
Canyon Ferry Road Corridor (RP 1.000 to RP 9.241) 





Residential/Commercial 
Section (RP 1.00 to 4.20) 


Rural Section 
(RP 4.201 to 9.241) 


Total Number of Accidents 


148 


52 


Number of Fatal Accidents 
(# fatalities) 


0(0) 


1(1) 


Number of Injury Accidents 
(# injuries) 


62(114) 


23 (29) 


Number of Properly Damage Only 
(PDO) Accidents 


86 


28 


Accident Rate (All Vehicles) 


5.64 


1.46 


Severity Rate 


13.42 


3.65 


Severity Index 


2.38 


2.50 



Notes: "lujury" accidents include those crashes with incapacitating, non-incapacitating, and other injuries. 
Statistics based on accidents that occuired on route from October 1, 1991 to September 30, 2001. 

The severity mdex is a ratio of crashes weighted by severity to the total number of crashes and is 
expressed by the foUovvdng formula. 

Severity Index = 8t#ofK+A crashes) +3t# of B + C crashes) + 1(# of O crashes) 

Total # of crashes 



K = crash with fatahty 



A = Clash with incapacitating injury B = crash with non-inciqiacitating injury 
C = crash with possible injury O = crash with propeily damage only 



The severity late is the number of crashes weighted by severity per million vehicle miles. The 
severity late is calculated by multiplying the accident crash rate times the severity index. 

The accident severity mdices foi the commercial/residential and the nual section of Canyon 
Feny Road were calculated to be 2.38 and 2.50, lespectively. These figures compare closely to 
tlie statewide average accident severity index of 2 . 44 for all nual Secondaiy Roads in Montana. 
The severity rates for the commercial/residential and the niral section of Canyon Feny Road 
were calculated to be 13.42 and 3.65, respectively, for the 1991-2001 period. These flguies 
compaie to a statewide average severity rate of 4.31 for state luial Secondary roads. The severity 
rate for the commercial/residential section is moie than tiuee times greater than tiie statewide 
average severity late. 
A review of the characteristics and contributing factors to motor vehicle accidents occuiring 
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witliin the Canyon Feriy Road project corridor duiing a the ten-year study period identified the 
following variations from average statewide occmrences for all nual secondary routes: 



Canyon Ferry Road - Commercial Residential Section (RP 1 .0 to RP 4.2) 

73.7% on roadway accidents vs. 47.7% statewide. 
82.4%i dry road accidents vs. 65.1% statewide. 
67.6% daylight accidents vs. 52.5% statewide. 
24.3% rear-end collisions vs. 7.9% statewide. 
31.1% right-angle coUisions vs. 9.7% statewide. 

Canyon Ferry Road - Rural Section (RP 4.201 to RP 9.241 ) 

28.9% icy road collisions vs. 18.4% statewide. 
19.2% rear-end collisions vs. 7.9% statewide. 

A review of the accident data also revealed tlie followir^: 

Alcohol was a factor in 7 percent of all the reported accidents on Canyon Feny 
Road over the 1991 tliiough 2001 period. 

Five percent of the recorded accidents during the study period involved domestic 
or wild anunals. 

Along the commercial/residential section of Canyon Feny Road (RP 1.000 to 4.200), the 
accident tiend is collisions between moving vehicles. Of the 148 recorded crashes in this 
section, 100 (67.6%) were coded as "in intersection", "intersection related", "in driveway access" 
or "driveway related." In 58 of tlie 148 recorded accidents in tliis section of the project area, at 
least one of the vehicles intended to tiun. Based on the data, the greatest concentration of 
intersection-related accidents occurred at tlie intersection of Canyon Feny Road and Valley 
Drive. Of tlie 27 accrdents that were reported at this locatron during the 1991-2001 period, 19 
were right-angle coUisions, 3 were rear-end coUisions, and 2 were sideswrpes. One accident 
involved a coUisron between a motorrst and bicyclist. 

Within the rural section of the project corridor, accrdent data reveals a concentration of off-road 
crashes at the curve near reference post 7.4. Additionally, the data shows a concentiation of 
crashes near' and at tlie intersection witli Spokane Creek Road at the east end of the project, 
including a fatal crash. 

Theroadwidening, improved sight distance, slope flattening, provrsion of turn lanes, access 
management, lighting and delineation, and intersection reconfiguratrons associated with this 
proposed lirghway improvement project should substantially improve traffic safety in the Canyon 
Ferry Road corridor. 



P. Legislation Mandating Action 
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The 56"' Montana Legislature made major changes to Montana's Secondary Highway Program 
during the 1 999 session. The signing of Senate Bill 333 mto law changed the long-standmg 
Secondary Program and required MDT to assmne maintenance responsibility for all paved 
Secondary Routes. Some Secondary Roads that are either gravel or not sufficiently paved do not 
fall under the maintenance directive from tlie Legislature. 

MDT's newly delegated maintenance responsibilities on Secondary Routes like Canyon Ferry 
Road includes: winter maintenance, pavement mamtenance, striping and signing, the 
maintenance of safety devices, and maintenance of diainage and roadside activities. This means 
MDT is obligated to maintain, preserve and enhance (if needed) tlie roadway and associated 
facihties to ensure continued and safe use by the tiavehng public. Even if improvements were 
not proposed or being investigated for Canyon Ferry Road, MDT is obligated to ensure that 
travel on the route can be accomphshed m a safe and efficient manner. 

E. Overall Conclusions on Need 

The existing roadway and bridges have many physical deficiencies that contribute to leduced 
safety for users of Canyon Feny Road. Several of these deficiencies are related to the roadway's 
original design and can be coirected only through reconstruction. 

Reconstructing tliis segment of Canyon Ferry Road would substantially improve safety by 
bringing the design of the highway into compliance with MDT's current design standards for 
Rural Major Collectors with desrgn speeds of 90 km/li (55 mph) for the road's 
commercral/residential section and 80 km/li (50 mph) for its rural section. The width of the 
roadway's surface would increase fiom 7.2 m (24 feet) to at least 12.0 m (40 feet) to include 
shoulders. Desuable stopping sight distance would be provided at substandard vertical curves 
and deficient horizontal curves would be rebuilt to meet the criteria foi the design speed. The 
new bridges associated with tiiis proposed actron would be wrder than existing stiuctiires and 
have mcreased load carrying capacrties. 

Many of the road's intersections would be redesigned to accommodate left-turn lanes to help 
keep tiaffic flowing and enliance safety. Othei safety enliancements for the project include 
widened shoulders for the occasional bicyclists and continued roadside mail delivery on the 
route, the addition of roadway hghtmg at major mtersectrons; a tiaffic signal at Wyhe Drive; 
flasliing beacons, tiansverse nunble strips on major intersecting road approaches; shoulder 
nunble strips m the rural segments; and appropriate signmg and delineation tliioughout tire 
pioject corridor. 
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. Alternatives Considered 



A. Introduction 

This Part describes tlie alternatives considered to address the transportation and other needs 
identified in Part II. Alternatives are the various activities or actions that could be implemented 
by MDT to meet the purpose and tire need for improving Canyon Feiiy Road between RP 1 .2 
and RP 9 . 6 and improving a portion of Spokane Creek Road near the east terminus of tiiis 
proposed project. 

As indicated earlier in this EA, MDT's Canyon Feiiy Road project would reconstruct 13.6 km 
(8.4 miles) of S-430 and a portion of Spokane Creek Road (S-284) near its mtersection with 
Canyon Feny Road. A variety of prelimmary engineering activities and stiidies have been 
completed to establish the use and condition of tire existing facihty and to evaluate how the 
piesent load complies witii MDT's design standar'ds for Rmal Collectors with design speeds of 
80 km/li (50 mph) and 90 km/h (55 mph). The "action" alternatives considered for this proposed 
project are comprised of actions to eliminate deteriorated conditions and replace substandard 
roadfeatiires; enliance the overall safety and efficiency of the liighway; and measures to ensure 
file reconstnicted liighway is responsive to its current and fiituie roadside environment and uses. 



This Part describes the proposed improvements that comprise the Preferred Action. The 
"Preferred Action" is tire alternative tiiat MDT believes would best meet tire purpose and need 
for the project, giving consideration to economic, environmental, technical factors, and pubHc 
sentiment. This Part also identifies otiier alternatives initially considered by MDT for the 
Canyon Ferry Road reconstruction project and discloses reasons for tiie rejection of such 
alternatives. 

The alternative of taking no action to improve Canyon Ferry Road is also considered here. The 
No Action alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project as described in Part II 
and has been rejected fiom fuitiiei consideiation. The No Action alternative does, however, 
provide a baseline against wliich the Preferred Action (or other alternatives) can be compared. 
The environmental effects of the No Action alternative will be discussed in Part IV as a means of 
comparing and contrasting tiie impacts of MDT's Piefeixed Action. 

B. No Action Alternative 

The No Build alternative (also knovm as the "do notiiing" alternative) involves taking no major 
action to improve or change Canyon Feny Road. MDT would mamtain and repair the road and 
its associated features as needed (and as economically feasible) to ensure contmued public use. 



However, tins alternative would not improve the horizontal or vertical alignment of the highway, 
increase the width of the roadway, replace substandard bridges, or include any measures to 
respond to identified traffic safety oi operational concerns. The geometiic layout and sight 
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distance problems at the intersection of Canyon Ferry Road and Spokane Creek Road would not 
be addressed. The liighway woiild continue to be substandard based on MDT's geometric design 
criteria for Non-NHS Secondary Rural Collector Roads for the amount of tiafQc using the route. 



As the condition and operation of Canyon Feny Road continue to deteiiorate, it will become 
incieasiiigly difficult foi its useis to leach tlieu homes, places of business oi recreational areas 
served by tlie load. Taking no action may affect tlie safety of the tiaveling public due to 
incieased traffic on a route with deteriorated road conditions and inherent geometric design 
deficiencies. 

Drivers may mdirectly inciu' otliei costs with the No Build Alternative, including automobile 
damage or more fiequent mamtenance due to poor road conditions, travel delays and mcreased 
fliel consmnpti on because of traffic congestion, and damages (costs associated with property 
damage and personal injuries) if accident numbers or seventies rise. 

The remainmg costs associated with this alternative would be those associated with 
implementing maintenance activities and repairing the roadway and its associated features. Other 
tiian mmoi, temporary and locahzed adverse environmental effects, tire No Build Alternative 
would not cause any new impacts to tiie surrounding environment. There would be no new 
impacts on adjacent commercial or residential pioperties or agncultiiral lands since this 
alternative would not change access to adjoining lands oi requue the acqmsition of any new 
right-of-way. 

C. Preferred Action/Associated Improvements 



1. OVERVIEW 



The Prefened Action is to reconstruct Canyon Ferry Road fiom about RP 1.2, Walter Drive, to 
just east of the mtersection of Canyon Ferry Road and Spokane Creek Road at about RP 9.6. 
Transitions to and fiom existing roadways east and west of the project area would be required. 
The pioposed reconstiuction project would vvdden the existing two-lane facihty to include paved 
shoulders, turn lanes where appropriate, improve the geometiic layouts of major intersections 
and alter tire road's grade and alignment to provide desirable sight distances tlnoughout the 
project corridor. Reconstiuction of Canyon Feny Road would require development of detailed 
design and right-of-way plans and the pieparation of an access contiol plan for the project area. 

Montana liighways and bndges are designed to meet or exceed recommended minunum 
geometric standards. These geometric standards are based on design policies and guidelines 
established by MDT and AASHTO. MDT would develop and design tire liighway improvements 
to confoim to MDT's "Road Design Manual" and "Bridge Design Standaids" and AASHTO's 
Standard Specifications. 

Site preparation work would include right-of-way acquisition, utility relocation, and clearing and 
grading. Drainage stmctures with adequate roadside ditches to accommodate runoff from the 
roadway would be installed and slopes would be stabihzed and revegetated. Curbs and gutters 
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would be installed along the roadway withm the commercial/residential section of the corridor 
and minimal width ditches would typically be provided adjacent to the highway to convey nuioff 
in the rural section of the corridor. New fences would be installed tliioughout tire nual section of 
tlie corridor at new right-of-way limits. 

New right-of-way would be acquired over the lengtli of the project and conflicting utilities would 
be relocated. Reconstmction of tlie Canyon Feny Road/Spokane Creek Road intersection would 
also require the relocation of residents &om four homes and possibly one mobile home adjacent 
to the existing road. 

The existing bridges over the Helena Valley Canal (at RP 4.77 on Canyon Ferry Road and at RP 
4.70 on Spokane Creek Road) would be replaced witli new structures and the present bridge at 
"No Name" Spring Creek (RP 8.68) would be removed and replaced by a large diameter culvert. 
These new structures and pipe installations would accommodate a wider roadway. The existing 
double culvert installation at Spokane Creek would also be replaced due to tlie proposed offset 
alignment. 

Advisory and regulatory signs, as well as appropriate pavement markings would be installed 
according to standards outlmed in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). 
Guardrail would be placedmlocations warranted by the presences of roadside obstacles or steep 
slope conditions. 

Estimated current construction costs for the proposed Canyon Feny Road project would total 
about $9.6 million, mcludir^ traffic control durmg construction and construction engineermg. 
Due to the cost of the project and the limited availabihty of fimdir^, rebuilding tlie entire project 
at once is unlikely. Therefore, MDT would implement tins reconstruction proposal under two or 
more projects. However, the necessary additional right-of-way and associated access 
management for tlie entue Canyon Ferry Road comdor would be secured under one project. 
Contmued use of the existing highway corridor and appropriate signing, flagging and detoms 
would be used to minimize delays and mconveniences for highway users during conshTiction. 



2. DESIGN SPEED/POSTED SPEED LIMITS 



Horizontal and vertrcal alignments as well as all other design features for Canyon Ferry Road 
withm the commercial/residential section of tlie corridor would be designed to meet the criteria 
for a design speed of 90 km/h(55 mpli) wliichis consistent with the classification of a Rural 
Collector road in level terrain and yet recognizes the level of roadside development in this 
portion of the corridor. Fromjust east of Lake Helena Drive to tlie project end, the new road 
would be designed as a Rural Collector m rolling terxain using an 80 km/h (50 niph) design 
speed. 

The posted speed limit for Canyon Ferry Road is typically 90 or 1 00 kiMi (55 or 60 niph) with 
stretches of 70 km/li (45 mph) posted near tlie eastern end of the route . The current posted speed 
limits in the project area would remain unchanged wrth the Preferred Action; however, the 
horizontal curves posted for 70 km/h (45 mph) would be reconstructed to provide consistency 
witli the selected design speed in tlie iiiral sectron. Lewrs and Clark County could ask MDT to 
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conduct an engmeeiing investigation of tiavel speeds aftei reconstiuction project is completed to 
determine if posted speed lunits for Canyon Ferry Road should be revrsed based on the speeds at 
wlirch motorists drrve on the newly constructed facility. 



3. HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL ALIGNMENTS 



Horizontal Alignment . Canyon Ferry Road would be designed to follow the existmg 
horizontal aligranent as much as possible to minrmize the need for new rrght-of-way and avord 
impacts to adjoinir^ developed properties. The proposed new centerhne of Canyon Feixy Road 
would closely follow the existing roadway's centerline from the project's beginning to about the 
Helena Valley Canal brrdge (RP 4.77) where along set of reverse curves would be introduced to 
shift tlie proposed ahgnment south of the existmg liighway. 

From about RP 5.0 easterly to about RP 7.25 (near Hart Lane) tlie new aligranent would 
generally be parallel to but offset from the existmg centerline of the road by some 16 to 26m (52 
to 85 feet). East of Hart Lane, the existmg horizontal curve would be flattened and the new road 
would shift to the north side of the existing alignment. The proposed centerline would be about 
11.4 m (37 feet)northof and parallel to tlie existir^ alignment to near Fames Lane (RP 8.2) at 
whrch the new aligmnent would nearly cross over the existing roadway. East of Fames Lane, the 
new aligranent of Canyon Ferry Road would be modrfred to flatten horizontal curves and 
accommodate the proposed reconfiguration of the route's intersection witli Spokane Creek Road. 

Realigranents of the road have been proposed for parts of the highway in the rural section to 
eliminate substandard geomefric features, reduce fraffic confrol needs and conflicts between 
motorists, and maintain fraffic during the route's reconstruction. Using an offset ahgnment would 
help avoid conflicts between the fraveling public and constmction peisoraiel and also make it 
easier to install new drainage structuies. Shifting the ahgnment towards tire south m the rural 
section would also tend to impact fewei pioperty owners and lesser-developed properties. The 
presentiy fraveled way would be obhterated where it cannot be incorporated into the fomidation 
of the new roadway. The ground would be contomed to match existing terrain and seeded m 
areas where tire old road is obliterated. 

FIGURE 4 shows tlie proposed aligranent for the new road. 

Vertical Alignment . The vertical aligranent of the road would be similar throughout the 
commercial/residential sechon. 

Improvements to the vertical ahgnment would be made where feasible in the Riral section of the 
corridor to provrde desirable stopping sight distance and passmg zones. Maintaining acceptable 
intersection grades, "balancmg" earthwork quantities (tlie amount of cut and fill) and minimrzmg 
right-of-way impacts would dictate the vertical aligmnent in many areas within the rural section 
of the corxidor. The existmg steep grade begmnmg east of the Helena Valley Canal crossing 
(near RP 4.8) would be reduced to a grade of approximately 5 percent and the vertical curves 
would be lengthened. 
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4. CANYON FERRY ROAD/SPOKANE CREEK ROAD 



The intersection of Canyon Ferry Road and Spokane Creek Road would be totally rebuilt with 
tlie Preferred Action. The intersection would be reconfigured to make Spokane Creek Road the 
stop-controlled leg of the intersection and allow for through traffic moveiuent on Canyon Ferry 
Road. The preferred layout for the intersection would straighten Canyon Ferry Road by 
eliminating unnecessary horizontal curves and shift the roadway sfightly north of its present 
location. Spokane Creek Road would be altered to mtersect Canyon Feny Road in a "T" 
configuration just west of tlie Glass Slipper Lounge. This section of road already exists as a 
"short-cut" around the existing intersection and would be altered to become the main road under 
tiie prefeiied treatment. Tliis would allow tire grade on Canyon Feny Road to be flattened and 
would completely elimmate the existing substandard intersection at the top of the hill. 

Keir Lane would intersect directiy to Canyon Ferry Road in a "T" configuiation and would be 
shifted slightiy to the soutii and several otiier approaches near the new intersection would be 
eliminated, reahgned or combined to better manage access. 

TheinigationcanalbndgelocatedonCanyonFerry Road east of the present intersection would 
also have to be replaced because the existing bridge could not accomiuodate the necessary 
physical clianges to the roadway m the vicinity. The existing bridge is located on tire approach to 
a curve, and the deck is sloped (superelevated) and constiucted at an elevation incompatible with 
the new alignment. 

FIGURE 5 shows tiie proposed alignment and reconfiguration of the intersection of Canyon 
Ferry Road and Spokane Creek Road. 

It IS important to note that reconstruction of the Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane Creek Road 
intersectionisunlikely to be part of an initial reconstiuction project within the coiiidor. Initial 
reconstinction efforts would probably be devoted to improving Canyon Feixy Road between the 
western project termmus and tiie Helena Valley Canal bridge at RP 4.77. Reconstruction of the 
roadway east of RP 4.77 would be unlikely until some years after tiie completion of the western 
section when additional fiuiding becomes available. 



5. OTHER INTERSECTIONS AND APPROACHES 



Most of tiie mtersections within tiie Canyon Ferry Road project area are configured as square 
"T" or as intersections with four approach legs. The Preferred Action would generally maintain 
tiie location and layout of all public road approaches. Auxiliary lanes for left or right turning 
tiaffic are proposed for side road approaches at the following locations: 



Wylie Drive 



Left turn lane and combined througMight turn lane for SB tiaffic 
Left, through, and right turn lanes for NB tiaffic 



Valley Drive Left turn lane and combined througli/right turn lane for SB tiaffic 

Left turn lane and combined thi'ougMight turn lane for NB traffic 
Due to the proposed ahgnment shifts in the rural section of tiie corridor, most public and private 
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road approaches would require minor modifications to intersect with Canyon Ferry Road at 
acceptable grades and angles. 

Public and private approaches would be designed and leconstructed to fit local conditions and in 
a manner that would ensure safe entry and exit fiom the highway. Appioaches would typically 
be aligned to mtersect the roadway at angles between 75 and 90-degrees to provide adequate 
sight distance. MDT typically paves public and private approaches to the nght-of-way limit. 
Farm field approaches (those appioaches that piovide access only to pasture oi faimland) 
typically receive a narrow paved ship adjacent to the highway shoulder and gravel suifacing to 
tlie new right-of-way fine. 



6. TYPICAL ROAD CROSS-SECTIONS 



Since tlie project coiiidor consists of two distinct sections - a commercial/residential section and 
a niral section - the proposed load design should also be lesponsive to the notable variance m 
land uses and roadside environment. 

The reconstructed highway would be built with a plant mix bituminous (asphalt) surface over the 
top of a crushed gravel base course. Surfacing deptiis would be determmed after tiie completion 
of detailed soils investigations and pavement design activities. The pavements of thenewioad 
would be designed to last foi at least 20 years with regular maintenance and preservation 
activities based upon projected traffic demands. 

The pioposed typical load cross-sections for each section of tire corridor are described below and 
are also shown in FIGURE 4. 

Commercial/Residential Section (RP 1.00 to 4.201. Between the project's beginning and 
Baldy Drive (near RP 1.6), the newioad would be rebuilt to provide two 3.6 m (12-foot) wide 
tiavel lanes and two 2.4 m (8-foot) paved shoulders. In addition, separate 4.2 m (14-foot) wide 
left him lanes would be provided at the approach to Helena Sand and Gravel (RP 1.2), Tizei 
Road (RP 1.4), and Baldy Drive (RP 1.6). The poition of the roadway between Tizer Road and 
Baldy Drive where left timi lanes are not provided would be stiiped as a painted median. With 
the exception of the section of loadway between the beginnmg of the project and the approach to 
Helena Sand and Gravel, the new road's top width in this area would be 16.2 m (54 feet). The 
roadway would be 12.0 m (40 feet) wide fiom the project's beginning to RP 1 .2 and would 
giadually increase in width to 16.2 m (54 feet) east of Tizer Road. 

FIGURE 4 shows tiie proposed alignment and typical sections foi the Canyon Ferry Road 
project. 

Between Baldy Drive and Wylie Diive, Canyon Ferry Road would be reconshucted to include 
turn lanes for left and right tiiming vehicles fiom Canyon Ferry Road onto Wylie Drive. A 4.2 
m (14-foot) wide centertwo-way left turn lane would be provided west of Wylie Drive. 
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Canyon Ferry Road/Wylie Drive Intersection 



Install traffic signalization and crosswalks 

Provide left, Itirough, and righl turn lanes for EB traffic 

Provide left turn !ane and combined througti/riglit turn lane for 

WB traffic 

Provide left turn lane and combined through/riglit turn lane for 

SB traffic 

Provide left, through, and riglit turn lanes for NB traffic 



Project Location Map 



Project Beginning to Baldy Drive 



Rebuild following existing centerline 

Provide two 3.6 m (12-foot) wide travel ianes and two 2.4 m 

{8-foot) paved shouiders with striped median & center ieft 

turn ianes 

Provide 4.2 m (14-foot) wide ieft turn lanes at Helena Sand 

and Gravel (RP 1 .2), Tizer Road (RP 1 .4), and Baldy Drive 

{RP1.6) 

Baldy Drive to Wylie Drive 

a Rebuild following existing centerline 

Provide two 3,6 m (12-fool) wide travel ianes, two 2.4 m 
foot) shoulders, and a 4.2 m (14-foot) wide continuous two- 
way ieft turn lane 
Provide overhead lighting at Wylie Drive Intersection 



Figure 4 

Proposed Alignment and 

Typical Road Cross Sections 



Map Not To Scale 




Press nl localian of 
roadside Is nee 



Wylie Drive to Lake Helena Drive 

a Rebuild following existing centerline 

Provide two 3.6 m [12-foot) wide travel lanes, two 1.8 m {6-foot) 

shoulders, and a 4.2 m [14-foot) 

wide continuous two-way left turn lane 
a Provide curb and gutter and a storm runoff collection system 
□ Consider reducing travel lanes to 3.3m {1 1-foot), while 

increasing shoulder widths to 2.1m (7-feet) 
a Eliminate sidewalk alternative under this project to reduce 

overall construction width and cost. Sidewalk can be built under 

.ftiture project when property owner consensus is strong 



Present lacaSoi 
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A future sidewalk can be 
builr in Itirs localirjn to 
provide separation of 
pedestnens and traffic 



Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane Creek Road 
Intersection (See Figure 5) 

□ Reconfigure to a "T" intersection and make Spokane Creek Road 
the stop-controlled leg of the intersection 
Shift intersection location to west of Glass Slipper 
Change grades to provide adequate sight distance 
Provide left turn lane and through lane for WB traffic on Canyon 
Ferry Road 

Provide left turn lane for EB traffic at Kler Lane 
Lengthen Kler Lane approach, create standard "T" intersection 
Provide overhead lighting at intersection 
Add transverse rumble strips on Spokane Creek Road 



Lake Helena Drive to Spokane Creek Road 

D Rebuild following existing centerline to Helena Valley Canal Bridge at RP 4.77 

Rebuild offset from existing centerline east of Helena Valley Canal, modify curves and 
grades to meet MDT standards 

Provide two 3.6 m [12 foot) wide travel lanes and two 2.4 m (8-foot) paved shoulders 
Utilize V-type ditches to minimize new right-of-way needs 



I Venes 
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Figure 5: 

Proposed Reconfiguration of 

Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane Creek 

Road/Intersection 
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Dedicated turn lanes would also be provided at the mtersections of Canyon Ferry Road and 
Dusty Maiden Drive (RP 2.7), Valley Drive (RP 3.1), and Lake Helena Drive. 

Curb and gutter and a storm water runoff collection system would be piovided along tlie 
roadway fiom Wylie Drive to Lake Helena Drive. This segment would consist of two 3.6 m (12- 
foot) wide travel lanes and a 4.2 m (14-foot) vvdde continuous two-way left turn lane. 
Consideration IS being given to reducing tlie width of travel lanes to 3.3 m (1 1 feet) and 
providing paved shoulders with vndtlis of 1 .8 to 2. 1 m (6 to 7 foot) fiom tlie edge of the travel 
lane to the face of curb between Wyhe Drive and Lake Helena Drive. Reducing the widtli of 
travel lanes may provide some "traffic calming" benefits in this area. A 2. 1 m (7 feet) wide 
shoulder would also provide more clearance between thi'ough lanes and occasional disabled 
vehicles and mail deliveiy vehicles. 

The pioposed typical load cioss-sections within the commeicial/residenfial section of the project 
coiridor are presented in FIGURE 4. 

Rural Section (East of RP 4.201. East of Lake Helena Drive, Canyon Feriy Road would 
typically be reconstructed to apaved width of 12.0m (40 feet) accommodating two 3.6 m (12- 
foot) wide travel lanes and two 2.4 m (8-foot) paved shoulders. MDT's geometric design criteria 
indicate tliat shoulders within tliis portion of tlie project area should be at least 1.2 m (4-foot) 
wide based on current traffic volumes. Howevei, 2.4 m (8-foot) paved shouldeis have been 
pioposed in response to projected future (design yeai) traffic on the route and to allow a disabled 
vehicle to pull to tlie side of the load vvdthout bemg witliin traffic lanes. Providing 2.4 m (8-foot) 
wide shoulders would eliminate tlie need for mailbox turnouts or additional surfacing widening 
to accommodate future pavement overlays. 

The project would provide 3.6 m (12 feet) wide left hirn lanes at the intersections of Lake Helena 
Drive, Spokane Cieek Road and Keir Lane. 

V-ditches would be provided throughout this section of the project and standard cut and fill 
slopes would be consfiucted based on MDT's standard cut and fill slope guidelines and in 
accordance with geoteclmical recommendations. V-ditches have been proposed instead of flat- 
bottom ditches in response to public concerns about minimizing new right-of-way acquisition 
and to reduce excavation costs. In general, V-ditches are about 3.0 m (10 feet) narrower than 
standard flat bottom ditches. Flat-bottom ditches, however, would likely be used in deeper cut 
sections to alleviate snow-drifting problems. 

The proposed typical road cross-section within the rural section of the comdoi is shown in 
FIGURE 4 

Rumble Strips. Rmnble ships would be installed viithin the rural segments of tins project m 
accordance with MDT's current policy that calls foi 300 mm (1-foot) long rumble strips to be 
cold-milled at an offset of 150 mm (6 mches) outside tiie edge of tiavel way (shoulder stripe). 

Transverse nmible strips extending across the full widtii of one tiavel lane would be piovided on 
tiie Spokane Creek Road approach at the reconfigured intersection of Canyon Feixy Road. 
Incoiporating tiansverse rumble stiips prior to tiie mtersection is a safe and cost-effective means 
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to warn diivers of the approacliing stop control. Rumble strips are viewed as beneficial in this 
instance due to the lack of otlier stop controls on this roadway, hi addition, stop ahead waiTiing 
signs and oversized stop signs would be used to leinforce tlie stop condition. 



7. BRIDGES AND CULVERTS/DRAINAGE 



As duected by the Bureau of Reclamation and tlie Helena Valley Irrigation Distiict, the 
existing bridges over tire Helena Valley Canal at RP 4.77 on Canyon Feny Road and at RP 4.70 
on Spokane Creek Road would be replaced with new stmctures that completely span the canal. 
Letters fiom the Bureau of Reclamation and tire Helena Valley liiigation District concerning 
tiieu' requuements foi the biidges can be found m APPENDIX B. The proposed bridges would 
likely have cast-in-place concrete decks with conciete barrier rails similar to the bridge recently 
constructed over Prickly Peai" Creek under MDT's "One Mile East of Helena" project. The new 
bridges would be sized to accommodate the proposed 12.0 {40-foot) wide roadway. 

The existing timbei biidge ovei "No Name" Spiing Creek would be replaced with an adequately 
sized pipe. The existing dual culveit installation at Spokane Creek would tikely be replaced smce 
tiie present pipes are not compatible witii the proposed design. Appropriately sized culverts 
would be installed at other intermittent diainages within the project conidoi to maintain surface 
drainage patterns and provide flood rehef 

A new storm water runoff collection system would be provided between Wylie Drive and Lake 
Helena Drive where curb and gutter is proposed. The system would include drop inlets and an 
outfall line(s), where possible, for stormwater collected fiom the roadway surface. The roadside 
in this portion of tiie corridor is moderately developed with few natural drainages for outfall 
locations. For these reasons, a stormwater infiltiation/detention/retention system to handle runoff 
would also be a necessary part of the proposed project. 



8. TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND LIGHTING 



The intersection of Canyon Ferry Road and Wylie Drive would be signalized vvith this proposed 
project. Overhead lighting would also be installed m conjunction with signahzation at the 
intersection. As mdicated in Part II, signal wairants were reviewed for the Canyon Feny 
Road/Valley Drive inteisection but anticipated conditions would not be expected to satisfy any 
warrants for at least ten more years (possibly five years after reconstruction of the highway). 

MDT would reconstruct tiie intersection to include appropriate timi lanes and tiie necessary 
underground conduits to facihtate the installation of a fiiture signal at Valley Drive once 
warrants are met. Valley Drive cunentiy has a flashing beacon with amber fiashers for through 
tiaffic and red fiashers for stop-contiolled tiaffic to heighten motorist awareness of traffic 
contiol at the intersection. A similar fiashing beacon was installed at the Canyon Feny 
Road/Lake Helena Dnve mtersection m 2002. These beacons would be perpetuated undei this 
pioject and similar' beacons would be considered at the reconfigured mtersection of Spokane 
Creek Road and Canyon Feny Road. 
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In addition to tlie intersections listed above, the Preferred Action would provide lighting at all 
major intersections on Canyon Ferry Road. The intersections where lighting is proposed include 
Lake Helena Drive, Valley Drive, Keir Lane, and Spokane Creek Road. 



9. ACCESS CONTROL AND MANAGEMENT 



Limited access contiol and access management would be incorporated as part of tlie proposed 
Canyon Feny Road reconstruction project. Access management has been proposed for tliis route 
in response to the docmnented problems of traffic congestion, confhcts, and motor veliicle 
accidents. 

Access management involves the establishment of guidelines for managing access points and 
spacing along a liighway, adding tiun lanes, mcorporating tumir^ restrictions, consohdating 
accesses, eliminating unnecessary accesses and implementing traffic control measures to 
maintain the desired operational characteristics of tlie highway. The goals of access management 
are to improve tlie safety, fluiction, and opeiation of the roadway, and to ultimately provide a 
traffic facility that better serves both local and legional users. MDT will ensure tliat all residents 
or businesses have leasonable access to tlieu pioperties. However, some residents may be 
required to access their properties fiom alternate routes as MDT tries to eliminate unsafe access 
points and reconfigiue imdemsed accesses. 

An Access Management Plan would be prepared showing tlie specific location, configuiation, 
ownership, land use type and level of use (volume) for each mdividual property access witlun tlie 
coiTidor. Themtent of the Access Management Plan would be to identify and perpetuate 
necessary existing access pomts, shift or combine approaches where practical; and eliminate 
unneeded approaches. Access Management Gmdelines would be developed for the project with 
tlie following classifications: 

Developed Access Control for use m developed or developing areas where a high degree 
of access is requned. 

Intermediate Access Control for use in areas where developed ends and before rural 
begins. 

Rural Access Control for use in primarily undeveloped areas that exliibit an agricultural 
or natural character. 

Aset of Access Control Plans would be developed and tlie locations where these specific 
classifications apply would be shown on the plans. 

The Access Management Guidelines are mtended to provide "reasonable" access to all existing 
properties/parcels. To the extent possible, existing accesses would be made to conform to the 
guidelines set forth in tins document. New accesses, subdivisions, oi changes in use would be 
required to meet tiie guidelines. Exceptions to the guidelines may be made on a case-by-case 
basis upon leview by state and local officials. MDT would administer tiie Access Management 
Plan and be responsible for all decisions on access requests. 
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10. HIGHWAY RIGHT-OF-WAY AND UTILITIES 



New right-of-way would be required over the length of the project corridor to build the proposed 
liighway improvements. The design of the Prefened Action would attempt to limit new nght-of 
way acquisition needs. Temporary construction permits would be used to build geneially non- 
critical improvements (like slope adjustments) beyond the permanent right-of-way for the 
liighway. 

Overhead powei line crossings, cable television, and underground telephone lines or other 
utilities in conflict with the proposed highway reconstruction would be relocated. 

Prescriptive, temporary, or peiinanent easements for existing liighway right-of-way may be 
abandoned by MDT as a result of the proposed improvements to Canyon Ferry Road. In these 
instances, the easements would revert to underlying landowners. However, according to 23 CFR 
710.403 fc) and (d), if any lights-of-way are held in fee and were previously acquired vvdth 
federal liighway funding, MDT must complete an environmental document and seek fail' maiket 
value for sale of the excess property. If a public benefit can be shown, sale by MDT can be at 
less tlian market value. 



11. MISCELLANEOUS FEATURES 



Fencing. The Preferred Action would replace existing fencing impacted by the proposed 
liighway construction. MDT would coordinate fencing needs with affected landowneis during 
tlie right-of-way negotiation and design phases of the project. 

Landscaping. Landscaping, other than applying topsoil, seed and fertilizei along tlie roadway 
isnotproposedaspart of the Preferred Action. However, MDT would work with the owners of 
residential or commercial properties along Canyon Feriy Road to remedy potential impacts to 
existing landscaping that may result fiom tlie proposed construction project. Remedies could 
include moving affected landscape features, providing similar replacement landscaping, or 
providing financial compensation to landowners for impacts. MDT provides fau maiket value 
for landscaping impacted by its constniction projects. However, landscapmg impacts are 
consideied by tlieu overall effect on a property parcel latliei tlian by tlie nunibei of affected 
individual trees or shrubs. 

IVIailboxes. Cmrently, roadside mail delivery only occurs to boxes located on the north side of 
tlie Inghway. Consultation is ongoing witli postal authoiities in Helena and East Helena 
regarding mailbox locations and possible route delivery clianges along Canyon Feiry Road. 
However, it is certain tliat roadside mail delivery would contmue in some manner and would 
likely be enhanced witli the proposed project. 

The proposed project would provide shouldersof sufficient width in the lural section to provide 
for roadside delivery witliout adding special pullouts. In other areas (especially m the 
commercial/residential section) of the coiridor, coordination with postal authorities is ongoing to 
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help identify measmes to increase safety by providing mailboxes on both sides of tlie liighway. 
This would eliminate tlie need for about half of the postal patrons to cross tlie liighway to 
retrieve their mail. In locations where marl is delivered to subdivrsions, mailbox banks vv'ould be 
relocated fiom the Canyon Ferxy Road shoulder to the subdivisron's approach. This would 
enhance the safety of both patrons and delivery personnel by removing them from tlnough 
traffic. 

Stockpasses/Cattlequards. One stockpass beneath tlie liighway and a stock bridge across 
tlie Helena Valley Canal exist vidthin the project corrrdor. The stockpass, located east of Hart 
Lane (near RP 7.5), would be maintamed at this locatron and replaced vvdth a similar structure 
beneath the reahgned liighway due to its fi'equent use and the lack of stock water on the nortli 
srde of Canyon Ferry Road. The exrsting stockpass would Irkely be replaced with a 2400mm 
(about 96 mches) diameter corrugated steel pipe stockpass. 

Efforts would be made to avord the existing timbei stock bridge located south of the highway 
and Helena Valley Canal Bridge (near RP 4.77). However, if the stock bridge cannot be avorded 
due to road reconstruction, a replacement stincture would be provided in tiie same vicimty. 

Irrigation Systems. Eleven irrigation crossmgs consrsting of canals, srphons, and prpes 
curxentiy convey iiiigation water across Canyon Ferxy Road withm the limits of the proposed 
project. Abandonment of any of these crossmgs rs not feasible based on the cunent water rights, 
and the use of tiie crossings. Therefore, all eleven irrigation crossings would be maintained with 
file existing structures or replaced vvdth new stiiictures under tliis proposed project. 

MDT would also ensure tiiat rmpacts to existing irrrgation systems (e.g. pivot irrigatron and otiier 
types of watering systems), would be adequately mitigated through contacts and coordination 
witii affected landowners. 

Additionally, relocation of a short section of the Helena Valley Canal is necessary along the 
south side of the hrghway near RP 2.3 east of Wylie Drive to accommodate the proposed 
roadway features and to ensure the canal does not present a hazard to highway users. A new 
easement for the relocated sectron of tiie canal must be acqmred fiom the adjoming 
landowner(s). As mdicated by tiie letters that can be found in APPENDIX B, a signiflcant 
amount of coordination about tiie proposed relocation of the Helena Valley Canal has been 
already occurred witii the Bureau of Reclamation and the Helena Valley Irrigation District. 
Fuitiier coordinatron regarding tiirs proposed canal shift and its design must occur' witii these 
involved parties. 
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P. Design Options Considered But Rejected 

other design options for the commercial/residential sectron of the Canyon Ferry Road comdor 
were considered duiing tlie development of the Preferred Action. These options and the reasons 
why they were dropped fi'om consideration are discussed below. 



1. INCORPORATION OF OTHER ROADSIDE FEATURES IN THE 
COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL SECTION 



Dming scopir^ activities for the EA and early project meetings, various roadside features that 
could be incorporated with the design of tlie new load between Wylie Drive and Lake Helena 
Drive were presented to tlie public. These features included sidewalks, boulevaids, and multi-use 
path with boulevard. 

Public reactions to incorporating a minimal width sidewalk immediately beliind the back of 
roadside curb were mixed. Comments suggested that little demand for sidewalks exists because 
the area does not currently receive much pedestrian activity and there aie really no destinations 
in the aiea encouraging pedestrian travel. Further, the project area lacks any connections to 
other sidewalks or paths to East Helena. 

The option of providing a 1 .525 m (5-foot) sidewalk separated from tlie road by a 1 .525 m (5- 
foot) wide boulevard along botli sides Canyon Feny Road between Wylie Drive and Lake 
Helena Drive was dropped &om consideration. The principal reason for eliminating this feature 
fioiii consideration was tlie need for substantially expanding the right-of-way and associated 
impacts to adjoining property owners. Other factors including mamtenance obligations, snow 
removal concerns, overall installation costs, loss of tlie semi-niral appearance of the area, and 
safety concerns for pedestrians adjacent to traffic were considered before the decision was made 
to drop sidewalks fi'om this pioposed pioject. 

For similar reasons, incorporating a 2.4 m (8-foot) wide multi-use patii with a 1 .525 m (5-foot) 
wide boulevard along one or both sides of the new road was dropped. 

Public comments botii suppoited and opposed the mclusion of tiiese roadsrde features. Although 
tiiese featiires would enhance the appearance and use of the roadway comdoi, the majorrty of 
landowners alor^ Canyon Ferxy Road listed minimizing right-of-way acquisitron and assocrated 
property impacts as tiieir highest priority concern for the project. Therefore, due to potentral 
right-of-way impacts, lack of pubhc consensus, constRiction costs, and tiie probability of 
substantially liigher costs associated with the necessary right-of-way acquisition, the options of 
incorporating boulevards and separated sidewalks or multi-use paths were elmimated fiom 
consideiation. 
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E. Location Alternatives Considered But 



Reiected 



1. RECONSTRUCT THE RURAL SECTION OF CANYON FERRY 
ROAD FOLLOWING THE EXISTING CENTERLINE 



Reconstiuctmg Canyon Ferry Road following tlie existing centerline through the niral section of 
tlie corridor was eliminated fi'oin consideration because the new road near would unduly 
encroach on many developed land uses on the nortli side of the route including a major 
residential subdivision. The increased surface width of the road, flatter roadside slopes and 
reconstnicted ditches would make the new road considerably wider than tlie existing facihty that 
has no shoulders, limited cuts and fills, and steep roadside ditches. The most notable effects of 
reconstniction following tlie existing highway's centerline would be experienced by the 
numerous residents and developed properties lying immediately noitli of tlie present highway. 



Another important reason for rejectmg tliis alternate alignment was the need to maintain traffic 
flows on tins locally important travel route dming tiie construction period. Maintaining traffic 
on the road during constiuction is an e:^ensive proposition tiiat can lead to conflicts and safety 
issues. Since the contiactor would be obhgated to nunimize delays to motorists, significant 
amounts of time, effort and cost would have to be devoted to maintainir^ a passable road surface 
in the corridor and contiolling tiaffic within work zones should the highway be constiucted 
following the existing alignment. The preferred sequencmg of work actrvities could be affected 
by building tiie new road on the existing centerhne and having to maintain traffic through the 
work zone. Conflicts would inevitably arise between tlnough traffic, constiuction personnel, and 
tiie operationof constructron equipment rfthe road were rebuilt following the existing centerline. 
Therefore, notable concerns for the safety of construction personnel and tiie tiaveling pubhc 
exist with this alternative. 



2. OFFSET CANYON FERRY ROAD TO THE NORTH BETWEEN 
THE 



It would be possible to reconstruct Canyon Ferry Road on an ahgnment shifted to tiie nortii of 
tiie existing road fiom east of tiie Helena Valley Canal (about RP 4.8) to Hart Lane (RP 7.1). 
However, thrs alignment option was eliminated ftom consrderation because shrfting the 
alignment would impact large numbers of existing niral residences and would affect future 
development in new residential subdivrsions (most notably Holmberg Village Estates) located 
imiiiediately north of tiie lirghway. Most land to the south side of Canyon Ferry Road in thrs 
portion of the corridor is currentiy vacant agricultiiral land. Shrfting the alignment towards 
existing and planned developments and impacting many residents when the road could be built 
elsewhere with far fewer effects was viewed as an unacceptable action. 
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3. RECONSTRUCT THE COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL SECTION OF 
CANYON FERRY ROAD ON AN OFFSET ALIGNMENT 



Reconstiuction of tlie road through the commercial/residential section of the corridor could be 
accomplished using an offset alignment. However, alignments shifting Canyon Ferry Road's 
location eitliei north or south of tlie present centeiline in the built-up commercial/residential 
section have been eliminated. Unlike tlie rural section in which an alignment shift is beneficial 
to limit impacts to nmnerous residential properties and provides the additional benefit of limiting 
conflicts between liighway users and constiuction personnel and equipment, a sliift in the 
alignment's centerline in tiie commercial/residential section would heighten impacts. The intent 
of placing tiie new aligranent nearly on top of the old m the preferred treatment is to balance 
impacts equally to properties left and right of centeiline, each of which are comparable in the 
level of development to one another. 

Substantial ahgnment shifts in tins segment would result in otiierwise avoidable total property 
acquisitions due to tire proximity of homes and development to the existing right-of-way. 
Building tiie new highway in tins segment following the existmg centeiline as proposed would 
necessitate considerable traffic control during constRiction. Howevei, these tempoiaiy impacts 
were judged to be unavoidable and far less severe when compared to tiie permanent light-of-way 
impacts associated with reconstiiicting Canyon Ferry Road on an offset ahginnent through this 
section of the project coiiidor. 

F. Other Layouts Considered for the Canyon 
Ferry Road/Spokane Creek Road Intersection 

The intersection of Canyon Ferry Road and Spokane Creek Road is significantiy skewed, located 
on a curve, has steep grades on all appioaches, and has sight distance restrictions due to its 
geometiic layout. Canyon Ferry Road west of Spokane Creek Road joins the intersection on a 
steep (10%) grade and witlun tiie midst of a sharp curve. The intersection is cunentiy 
configured so tiaffic on Canyon Ferry Road east of the intersection and on Spokane Creek Road 
is not reqmied to stop. Eastbound tiaffic on Canyon Feixy Road must stop at tiie inteisection. 
Recent studies have shown that about 70% of the tiaffic that passes tiuough this mtersection 
turns ftom or onto Canyon Ferry Road. Additionally, tiie intersection has a significant long-term 
history of motor vehicle crashes. These geometric deficiencies and operational problems mdicate 
a need to leconfiguie the intersection. 

Intersection Alternates Considered. Reconfiguring the mtersection to address identified 
concerns would involve major alterations to the geometiic layout of this intersection and changes 
to the grades on one or more approaches to tiie intersection. Such clianges have the potentral to 
impact adjacent residences, at least one business, and a portion of the Helena Valley Canal. For 
this reason, detailed studies of alternate layouts for the intersection were undertaken during 
preliminary design activities. Foui' intersection alternates (including the proposed configuration 
discussed witii tiie Piefeired Action, were developed and analyzed in detail. 

These other alternates were developed based on the following general desrgn concepts: 
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closely following tlie existing highway corridor wliile still meetii^ tiie minimum 
cuiTent design criteria to acliieve the project's purpose and need, 

maintaining Canyon Ferry Road as stop-controlled at the intersection with 
Spokane Creek Road and shifting the intersection south of its piesent location to 
achieve desirable sight distance and improved approach designs for other 
intersecting roads; and 

shifhng Canyon Ferry Road north of its present alignment and reconfiguring 
Spokane Creek Road as a stop-contioUed intersection. 

Descriptions of the specific design alternates considered for the Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane 
Creek Road intersection are provided below. FIGURE 6 illustiates each of tiiese alternate 
intersection configuiations. 

Alternate 1 This Alternate would reconstruct Canyon Ferry Road on a new alignment similar 
to the existing liighway but offset slightly to tiie soutii of the present road. The 
objective of tins alternate design was to closely follow the existmg corridor wliile 
attempting to minimize impacts to residences and still meet the minimum cuixent 
design criteria. To revise tiie intersection so Canyon Ferry Road is the "through 
route," Spokane Creek Road would join Canyon Feiiy Road in a stop-conti' oiled 
"T" configuration slightly west of the Glass Slipper. 

Alternate 2 This Alternate would shift Canyon Feny Road south of tiie present roadway to 
intersect witii Spokane Creek Road in a "T" mtersection. The new intersection 
would be located about 220 m (720 feet) south of tiie existing highway. The 
objective of Alternate 2 was to identify an alternate alignment tiiat was removed 
fiom the residential and commercial development near the present intersection. 
This alternate would require Canyon Feny Road to contmue as the stop- 
contioUed leg of the mtersection. While this would not accommodate the 
predominant east-west tiaffic flow and movements at the mtersection, the 
alternate offers considerable opportiinities to improve geometric conditions over 
the existing mtersection. 

Alternate 3 Alternate 3 would shift Canyon Ferry Road about 60 m (200 feet) to the nortii 
(Preferred) in the area west of the existing intersection. Spokane Creek Road would intersect 
Canyon Feny Road m a stop-contiolled "T" configuration west of tiie Glass 
Slipper. The objective of this alternate is to reconstruct Spokane Creek Road as 
the stop-contiolled leg of the mtersection and connect to tiie present roadway east 
of tiie intersection with as few alignment clianges as possible. 

Alternate 4 This Alternate is similar to Alternate 3 except that the proposed Canyon Ferry 

Road alignment would be shifted even fiutiier to the nortii by providing one long 
sweeping horizontal curve. The alternate would provide the prefened treatment of 
reconstructing the Spokane Creek Road as tiie stop-contiolled leg of the 
intersection. Alternate 3 attempts to sluft the new road and intersection away fiom 
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most of the residential and commercial development that exists neai' tlie present 
intersection. 

Two options were also considered for reconstructing Spokane Creek Road as tlie stop-controlled 
leg of the new intersectron. One option would reconstruct and upgrade the current "cut across" 
roadlocatedimmediately west of the Glass Slipper. A second option was developed tliat would 
move the Spokane Creek Road intersection west to join Canyon Ferry Road east of Spokane 
Creek. This option was considered in an attempt to eliminate associated impacts to developed 
properties in the area. 

The various intersection layouts were presented for comment at public meetings on the project 
and discussed dming indivrdual meetings wrth affected landowners. Public and landowner 
comments on tlie intersectron options were discussed witli the staff from Lewrs and Clark 
County and used to refine each alternate layout if necessary. 

Evaluation of Alternates. A tliorough engineering and envuomnental review of each 
alternate was completed to help identify a preferred layout for the Canyon Ferxy Road/Spokane 
Creek Road intersection. Preliminary designs for Alternates 1 through 4 were prepared and used 
to establish the hkely limits of construction and gauge right-of-way needs. The preliminary 
designs also helped assess the overall operatron and enviromnental effects for each of the 
alternate mtersectron layout. TABLE 5 presents a comparison of the engineering considerations 
and notable enviromnental effects of tlie alternate configurations for the Canyon Ferry 
Road/Spokane Creek Road intersection. 

Intersection Alternates Eiiminated from Consideration. Alternates 1 , 2, and 4 were 
eliminated fi'oni consideration for geometric desrgn reasons, concerns over the creation of new 
operatronal problems at the intersection, and tlieu nimimal differences in right-of-way and 
relocation impacts when compared to Alternate 3, the preferred mtersection layout. Due to the 
undesirable configuratron, operational problems and extensive accident history associated vvdth 
tlie existing intersection, MDT and Levvds and Clark County have placed a lirgli priority on 
improving traffic operations and safety in the vicinity of Canyon Ferry Road and Spokane Creek 
Road. In short. Alternates 1 , 2, and 4 were rejected because they failed to provide a design for 
tlie new intersectron that was judged to be as safe (or safer) than the ahgnment proposed as part 
of tlie Preferred Action. 

The reasons Alternate 3 is preferred over the otlier intersection alternates are simunarized below: 

Alternate 3 would incorporate one horizontal cmve to replace the four sharp 
cui"ves associated witli the present roadway ahgnment at the intersection. 

The grade of Canyon Ferry Road under Alternate 3 would be substantially 
improved over existing conditions. The roadway can be developed to more 
closely match existing terrain as compared to Alternate 2. 
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Figure 6: 

Alternate Alignments Considered 
For the Canyon Ferry Road/ 
Spokane Creek Road Intersection 
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The superelevation (banking) of the proposed curve with Alternate 3 is flatter 
(4%) than the curves associated with the exrsting mtersectron or Alternate 1 . 
Alternate 1 , which requires sharper and more steeply banked curves, is not 
favorable to realigning the Spokane Creek Road mtersectron. 

The intersection would be reconfigured into a preferable "T" intersection with 
Spokane Creek Road being the stop-contioUed leg of tlie intersectron. 
Intersection and stopping sight distances meet or exceed desrrable values. 

Sliiftmg tlie alignment of Canyon Feny Road north of its present location allows 
more flexibility and options for connections wdtli Spokane Creek Road than 
Alternate 1 . 

Fewer impacts to agricultural propertres and operatrons would be e:^ected from 
Alternate 3 as compared to Alternate 2. 

The "T" intersection locations for Spokane Creek Road and other roads would 
generally lie on flatter grades and be located witliin a tangent (straight) sectron 
witli a normal crown as compared to Alternate 1 . Veliicles turning off Canyon 
Feiiy Road onto Spokane Creek Road would not have to negotrate tlie cross-slope 
bankmg in horizontal curves associated with Alternates 1 and 4. The Ken Lane 
intersection can be situated at a favorable location wrth Alternate 3. 

Alternate 3 would accommodate tlie provrsion of a left turn lane for westbound 
traffic wrthout creating additional rmpacts to resrdences. Addmg a turn lane with 
Alternate 1 would affect one more residence than Alternate 3 and would impact a 
business located near tiie intersection. 

Access management oppoitunities increase with Alternate 3 as compared to 
Alternate 1 . Approaches can be more easrly combmed and grades improved by 
shiflmg Canyon Ferry Road's ahgnment to the north. 

Offsettmg tiie ahgnment as proposed in Alternate 3 would require less traffic 
contiol durmg constiuctron tiian Alternate 1 . 

Alternate 4 would reqmre higher fills and deeper cuts than Alternate 3. Alternate 
4 would require affect different propertres but would still have tiie same overall 
relocation effects. Alternate 4 would have a less favorable alignment than 
Alternate 3 at the Spokane Creek crossing. 



INSERT TABLE 5-7 pages (separate file in this directory) 
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Table 5: Comparison of Environmental Effects of 
Preferred Action Versus Other Alternates Considered for 
Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane Creek Road Intersection 





Alternate Intersection Configurations 


Alternate 1 


Alternate 2 


Alternate 3 
"Preferred Action" 


Alternate 4 


Right-of-way Effects 


New right-of-way needed 
throughout project. 

This aiternate wouid acquire 
the least amount of 
acquisition of new right-of- 
way beyond the existing 
easement. 


New right-of-way needed 
throughout project. While 
this aiternate would impact 
the ieast number of 
residences, crossing the 
"bottomland" of Spol<ane 
Creels wouid require the 
acquisition of substantial 
amourits of agriculture 
property south of Canyon 
Ferry Road. Cut and fiii 
heights associated with this 
aiternate wouid increase 
right-of-way needs over 
Alternates 1 and 3. 


New right-of-way needed 
throughout project. 
This alternative would 
require the acquisition of 
more agricultural land from 
more property owners than 
Alternate 1 . 


New right-of-way needed 
throughout project. 

Cuts and fills associated 
with the new highway would 
encroach on several other 
residences. 

This alternative would also 
require the acquisition of 
more agricultural land than 
Alternates 1 or 3. 


Relocation Impacts 


With the inciusion of a turn 
iane. this aiternate wouid 
most iikeiy require the 
acquisition of two houses, a 
mobile home, a business. 
and the 'tront-yards" of three 
or more residences near the 
intersection. 


This alignment would likely 
require the acquisition of 
one residence just north of 
the proposed intersection to 
accommodate a westbound 
deceleration/right turn lane 
and a left turn lane for 
northbound traffic on 
Spokane Creek Road. 
Traffic would be shifted 
away from a business 
located near the present 
intersection. 


This alternate would require 
the relocation of four 
residences and possibly one 
mobile home located 
adjacent to the existing 
highway. 


This alternative would 
require the total acquisition 
of at ieast three residences, 
a mobile home, and 
potentially a business. 


Utilities Impacts 


Impacts the greatest amount 
of pubiic service utilities that 
exist in the present roadway 
corridor. 


Impacts utilities only at the 
proposed intersection. 


impactsfewerutiiities than Alternate 1. 
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Alternate Intersection Configurations 


Alternate 1 


Alternate 2 


Alternate 3 

"Preferred Action" 


Alternate 4 


Effects to Helena Valley 
Canal Bridge 


The irrigation canai bridge 
wouid have to be repiaced 
because the structure wouid 
be incompatibie with the 
new design. 


The irrigation canai bridge 
couid remain as is because 
the Spol<ane Creek Road 
wouid remain as the through 
route. 


The irrigation canai bridge wouid have to be repiaced 
because the structure wouid be incompatible with the new 
design. 


Horizontal Alignment 


The proposed horizontai 
alignment wouid siightly 
improve but perpetuate the 
curves on Canyon Ferry 
Road near the intersection. 
Spokane Creel< road would 
intersect Canyon Ferry Road 
west of the Giass Slipper. 


The proposed aiignment 
wouid eiiminate three short 
horizontai curves associated 
with the existing road. 

This aiternate would 
perpetuate the existing 
horizontai curve and limited 
sight distance on Spoltane 
Creek Road. 


This aiternate wouid replace 
sharp horizontai curves with 
one flatter horizontai curve 
and a tangent (straight) 
section. 


This aiternate has just one 
large radius horizontai curve 
that replaces multiple curves 
on the existing aiignment. 
This aiignment wouid offset 
Canyon Ferry Road the 
furthest from the present 
highway. 


Vertical Alignment 


The verticai alignment wouid 
be iessened in thiis area 
also, however it wouid stiil 
be the maximum design 
gradient of 7%. 

This option wouid provide 
the steepest grade on 
Canyon Ferry Road of aii 
alternates considered. The 
steeper grade was 
incorporated to better fit the 
terrain and iimit cut and fiii 
heights and reiocations. 


The steep grade on the 
Canyon Ferry Road 
approach to the intersection 
wouid be flattened 
significantly (3.5% vs. 10% 
existing grade) by relocating 
the intersection to the south. 

This alternative alignment's 
drawbacks include 
substantial cuts and fills to 
provide desirable grades 
that would change the 
existing landscape 
significantly. With these 
large fills the local approach 
access points will also have 
steep grades. 


The grade on Canyon Ferry 
Road for through traffic 
would be reduced from 10% 
(existing) to about 4%. 


The grade on the west 
approach would be reduced 
from 1 0% (existing) to about 
4%. 

The verticai aiignment would 
result in deeper fills and cuts 
as compared to Alternates 1 
and 3. 

The proposed aiignment 
wouid likely not fit the terrain 
as well as Alternates 1 and 
3. 
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Alternate Intersection Configurations 


Alternate 1 


Alternate 2 


Alternate 3 

"Preferred Action" 


Alternate 4 


Intersection Geometries 


Spokane Creek Road would 
tie into the Canyon Ferry 
Road in a T-intersection 
west of the Glass Slipper. 
This is consistent with the 
proposal that would no 
longer require east-west 
traffic to stop at the 
intersection. 

The intersection would be 
situated on a substantially 
banked curve. 


This alternate would 
maintain Canyon Ferry Road 
as stop-controDed at the 
intersection with Spokane 
Creek Road. This would be 
inconsistent with the 
principal traffic flow patterns 
observed at the intersection. 

The intersection would be 
situated on a substantially 
banked curve and require a 
deceleration/right turn lane. 
The intersection would be 
undesirably located at the 
south end of a long curve on 
Spokane Creek Road. 


The Spokane Creek Road 
intersection would be 
reconfigured Into the 
preferable stop-controlled T- 
intersection. 

The Spokane Creek Road 
intersection would generally 
lie on a flatter grade and be 
located within a straight 
section of roadway. 


This alternate would provide 
the preferred treatment of 
reconstructing the Spokane 
Creek Road as the stop- 
controlled leg of the 
intersection with Canyon 
Ferry Road. 


Other Intersections and 
Approaches 


Residential approaches and 
the intersection at Keir Lane 
would intersect Canyon 
Ferry Road within a steeply 
banked horizontal curve. 

Properties lying within Ihe 
existing Spokane Creek 
Road curve area would likely 
have steeper approaches 
onto either Canyon Ferry 
Road, or Spokane Creek 
Road due to alignment and 
grade of the new roadway. 

Approaches to residences 
west of the bridge would not 
be compatible with the new 
road's grade. 


The T-intersec1ion with 
Spokane Creek Road lies on 
a fairly sharp and highly 
banked curve. This is an 
adverse condition to 
negotiate for the vehicles 
turning in either right or left 
onto Canyon Ferry Road. 
These conditions would be 
perpetuated with Alternate 2. 


The Keir Lane T-iniersec1ion 
with Canyon Ferry Road 
would lie on curve with 
flatter banking as compared 
with existing conditions. 

Multiple approaches can be 
combined allowing for the 
elimination of several access 
points. Better access 
management can be 
achieved with this alternate. 


The Keir Lane T-intersection 
with Canyon Ferry Road 
would lie on a normal crown 
section. The access 
management opportunities 
increase with this alternate 
as compared to Alternate 1. 
Approaches can be more 
easily combined and grades 
improved as the alignment 
shifts further away from 
properties that are otherwise 
not directly impacted. This 
alignment has the furthest 
offset from the present 
highway, as compared to all 
other alternates presented. 
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Alternate Intersection Configurations 


Alternate 1 


Alternate 2 


Alternate 3 

"Preferred Action" 


Alternate 4 


Impacts to Agricultural 
Land 


Impacts to agricultural land uses associated with all alternates would Include the acquisition of varying amounts of cropland 
and pasture land for new highway right-of-way and modifications to field access locations. Generally, access to farm fields 
or pastures from the new roadway would be maintained, although) the location of access points maybe moved to ensure 
adequate sight distance along the new road. Alternate 1 was judged to have the least impacts to such lands and Alternates 
2 and 4 would affect the most agricultural land due to the more extensive realignments. 


Impacts to Important 
Farmland 


This alternative would have 
the least impact to important 
farmland because the 
proposed alignment would 
closely follow that of the 
existing highway. 


There are few discernable differences in impacts between these alternates. 


Air Quality Impacts 


Air quality impacts are not a project concern due to relatively low traffic volumes and the high existing air quality of the 
project area. No discernable difference between alternates. 


Water Quality Impacts 


Reconstructing Canyon 
Ferry Road with this 
alternate would require new 
crossings of No Name 
Spring Creek and Spokane 
Creek near the location of 
existing crossings. Fill 
placement and minor work 
within stream channels 
would be required at the 
new highway crossings. 

Alternate 1 would be similar 
to Alternate 3 in its impacts 
to No Name and Spokane 
Creeks. 


Reconstructing Canyon Ferry Road under any of these alternates would require new 
crossings of No Name Spring Creek and Spokane Creek, the same streams crossed by the 
existing highway. Fill placement and minor work vwthin stream channels would be required 
at the new highway crossings. Consequently, the impacts of constructing the highway on a 
new route through this area would be similar to those associated with rebuilding on or near 
the existing highway. 


Bridges may need to be 
used at stream crossings 
because of the fill heights 
and the undesirable angles 
at which the new road would 
cross the streams. 


Crossings of both creeks are 
close to existing crossings 
with similar grades. The 
road's "footprint" at the 
stream crossings would be 
minimized with Alternate 3. 


Alternate 4 would result in 
substantial fill heights and 
require wider fill sections. 
This may dictate the use of 
longer culverts or potentially 
replacing culverts with 
bridges at stream crossings. 


Impacts to Wetlands 


This reconstruction alternate 
would impact about 0.13 ha 
(0.3acres) of delineated 
wetlands. 


Alternate 2 would impact 
about 0.60 ha (1.5acres) of 
delineated wetlands. 


This reconstruction alternate 
would impact about 0.10 ha 
(0.25 acres) of delineated 
wetlands. 


Alternate 4 would impact 
about 0.24 ha (O.Sacres) of 
delineated wetlands. 
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Alternate Intersection Configurations 


Alternate 1 


Alternate 2 


Alternate 3 

"Preferred Action" 


Alternate 4 


Vegetation Impacts 


This alternate would require 
the least amount of clearing 
due to the proximity to the 
existing highway. 


This realignment option 
represents a notable 
departure from the location 
of the existing highway and 
It would require that 
vegetation be permanently 
cleared to establish the new 
alignment. The proposed 
realignment would require 
more clearing than any other 
alternate due to Its 
substantially higher fills 
through the Spokane Creek 
drainage and deep cuts 
through the hill s to the west. 

This loss of vegetation 
would be offset In part by 
obliterating the old section of 
Canyon Ferry Road and 
reseeding the former right- 
of-way. 


This alternate would require 
more clearing than Alternate 
1 but less than Alternates 2 
or 4. 


The affects to vegetation 
would be similar to those 
associated with Alternate 2 
due to Its large cut and fill 
sections. 


Wildlife Impacts 


Highway reconstruction on 
or near the existing 
alignment would result In the 
permanent loss of minor 
amounts of habitat and 
temporarily displace some 
species. 


The road widening and slope modifications associated with the rebuilding on these offsets 
alignment would result In the permanent loss of minor amounts of habitat In areas previously 
undisturbed by highway construction. Wildlife species that rely upon these areas for habitat 
would be permanently displaced. Overall, the effects to wildlife would be minor. 


Fisheries Impacts 


Impacts to aquatic resources In No Name SprJng Creek and Spokane Creek as a result of the proposed highway 
Improvements are expected to be minor. Impacts to aquatic resources In the project area would primarily result from direct 
disturbance associated with culvert replacement, bridge replacements, and highway fill placement. 


Threatened and 
Endangered Species 
Impacts 


Reconstructing Canyon Ferry Road on any of the alignments proposed with these alternates would cause little. If any, 
effects to threatened or endangered species. 
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Alternate Intersection Configurations 


Alternate 1 


Alternate 2 


Alternate 3 

"Preferred Action" 


Alternate 4 


Land Use Impacts 


This alternate has the 
potential to relocate or 
adversely affect the most 
residences and a business 
near the existing 
Intersection. 


This alternate would affect 
more farmland than 
Alternates 1 or 3. The 
resulting road's grade would 
be less favorable for the 
development of new 
approaches In the future. 


This alternative would 
require the relocation of four 
residences and possibly a 
mobile home, but would not 
require the relocation of any 
businesses. Few other land 
use changes would be 
expected. 


This alternate would result in 
impacts similar to those 
associated with Alternate 2. 


Noise Impacts 


The noise Impacts 
associated with this 
alternate would be similar to 
existing conditions. There Is 
a potential for Increased 
traffic noise as some 
residences along the 
roadway because eastbound 
traffic on Canyon Ferry 
Road would no longer be 
required to stop. Higher 
travel speeds could result In 
Increased noise levels. 


This alternate would result in 
the least noise Impacts since 
the new intersection would 
be shifted far south of the 
present Intersection and 
away from noise sensitive 
residences. 


The majority of the existing residences where noise impacts 
could occur would need to be relocated to accommodate the 
new road. The potential noise Impacts of Alternate 4 would 
be less than those of Alternate 3 because the new road 
would be shifted further to the north of sensitive receptors. 


Social Impacts- 
Environmental Justice 


This proposed Intersection reconstruction would not have any significant Impact on the location, distribution, density or 
growth rate In this portion of Lewis and Clark County. These alternates would not adversely affect any social or ethnic 
groups and It would not Isolate or divide existing residential areas. 


Economic Impacts 


This alternate would require 
the acquisition of one 
business and would convert 
more agricultural land than 
Alternates 2 or 4. 


This alternate would result in 
a greater disruption to 
agricultural uses than other 
alternates. Although it would 
not directly impact any 
commercial buildings. 
Canyon Ferry Road would 
Intersect Spokane Creek 
Road some distance from 
the present Intersection. 
Some loss of revenue could 
occur if patrons no longer 
chose to stop at the 
business. 


This alternate would not 
impact the business near the 
present intersection. 
However, it would require 
the acquisition of the home 
and outbuildings of a small 
ranch. Alternate 3 would 
have less impact to 
agricultural operations than 
Alternates 2 or 4. 


Alternate 4 would not impact 
the business near the 
present intersection. 
However, it would bisect one 
ranch and require the 
acquisition of the home and 
outbuildings associated with 
another small ranch. 
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Alternate Intersection Configurations 


Alternate 1 


Alternate 2 


Alternate 3 

"Preferred Action" 


Alternate 4 


Historical and Cultural 
Resources 


This alternate would require 
the reconstruction of the 
Helena Valley Canal Bridge 
located on Canyon Ferry 
Road east of the present 
Intersection. Main canals 
and laterals associated with 
the Bureau of 
Reclamation's Helena 
Valley Irrigation Unit 
(24LC1C62) are considered 
historic irrigation features. 
The Bureau and the SHPO 
agreed the proposed project 
would not affect the Helena 
Valley Irrigation Unit or 
affect Its potential for being 
eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

No other cultural properties 
eligible for the National 
Register were Identified that 
would be affected by these 
alternates. 


No cuHural properties 
eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places 
would be affected by this 
alternate. The alternate 
would not affect the Helena 
Valley Irrigation Unit 
(24LC1062). 

The potential for 
encountering unanticipated 
cultural materials Is 
Increased as the alignment 
crosses generally 
undeveloped agricultural 
land. 


As with Alternate 1 . the Helena Valley Canal Bridge located 
on Canyon Ferry Road east of the present intersection 
would need to be reconstructed. However, the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the SHPO agreed the work would not 
affect the Helena Valley Irrigation Unit. 

No other cultural properties eligible for the National Register 
were Identified that would be affected by these alternates. 


Section 4(f) and LWCF 
Section 6(f) Impacts 


No 4(f) or 6(f) Involvement would occur with any of the proposed Intersection configurations. A Section 4(f) evaluation would 
not be necessary for effects to the Helena Valley Canal Bridge because the Bureau of Reclamation and SHPO do not 
believe the project would affect the Helena Valley Irrigation Unit (24LC1 062). 


Visual Impacts 


Reconfiguring the Intersection of Canyon Ferry Road and Spokane Creek Road with the associated modifications to terrain, 
the addition of lighting, and removal of several residences would also be a notable change. These highway modifications 
would be noticeable to residents and highway users familiar with the previous roadway alignment of the road. 



-53- 



Canyon Ferry Road 
STPS430-t(5J t; Control No. 4480 
Environmental Assessment 



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
AND MITIGATING MEASURES 



Canyon Ferry Road; STPS 430-1(5) 1 



Environmental Assessment 



IV. Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigating Measures 



A. Introduction 

Part IV describes the social, economic, and enviiomnental conditions and resources affected by 
tlie proposed reconstruction of Canyon Feixy Road fiom Walter Drive to tlie project end just east 
of tlie present intersection with Spokane Creek Road. Resources likely to be affected were 
identified tliiough agency contacts, literature reviews, reseaich and field studies and public 
involvement activities. 

This Part also discusses the potential impacts of implementing the Preferred Action and of taking 
no action. As indicated in Part III, the "Prefened Action" refers to the specific activities 
associated with tiie proposed Canyon Ferry Road project including tiie reconfiguration of the 
Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane Creek Road intersection. MDT does not consider the No Build 
Alternative as viable because it fails to meet tiie purpose and need for the project. However, tiie 
impacts of tins alternatrve are being analyzed for tiie purposes of providing a contiast or 
comparison witii the Preferred Action. Only the impacts with a reasonable possrbility for 
indivrdual or cumulatrve impacts are assessed under this section. 

Where approprrate, measures to mitigate the adverse enviromiiental impacts of this project are 
drscussed at the end of each section. If the Prefened Action is advanced, tiien MDT will 
implement tiie mitigatmg measuies identified in this Fait. 

B. Impacts to the Natural Environment 



1. IMPACTS TO LANDFORMS, GEOLOGY AND SOILS 



Existing Conditions. The Canyon Feiiy Road project area is located in the southwestern 
portion of the Northern Rocky Mountains Pliysrographic Provmce of the United States and is 
characterized by broad intermountain valleys between major mountain ranges. The proposed 
project is located in tiie soutiieastern portion of tiie Helena Valley, a wide area west of tiie 
Missouri River. This portion of the Helena Valley is bounded by the Elkliom Mountains to tiie 
south and the Spokane Hills and Big Belt Mountains to the nortii and east. The Helena Valley 
was formed in sedrments and alluvial deposrts fi'om volcanic rocks, shale, and sandstones in 
surrounding uplands. 

The Helena Valley is located witlun tiie Intermountain Seismic Belt, a seismically active zone 
associated witii major geologrc fault stRictuies. This area has a hrstory of seismic activity, 
including earthquakes m 1869 and 1935 (a quake that measured 6.3 on the Richter scale). Much 
of this aiea is underlam with partially consolidated sediments saturated with groundwater, which 
affect tiie probabrhty and magnitude of ground failme and stinctiiral damage in a seismic event. 
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Piickly Pear Creek drains the western two-tliirds of tlie project area witli tlie creek itself lytr^ 
immediately west of the project's begiiuiiiig. Prickly Pear Creek originates fiom the Elkliom 
Mountains several km (miles) soutliof the project area and flows noitliwesterly through tliis 
poition of the Helena Valley. Spokane Creek and its tiibutanes drain the eastern one-tliird of the 
project aiea. The divide between the Prickly Pear and Spokane Creek drainages uses more tlian 60 
m (200 feet) above tlie elevation of the two vaheys. 

Surface elevations along this project generally increase from west to east until reaching tlie 
"divide" at about RP 5.7 and then decrease towards Spokane Creek near the project's east end. 
The elevation of Canyon Feny Road is about 1,151 m (3,775 feet) at the beginning ofthepioject 
and varies in elevation by no more than about 1 m (30 feet) until about Lake Helena Drive. 
East of this point, tlie highway rises to over 1,210 m (3,970 feet) in elevation where tlie road 
enteis and traverses a portion of the Spokane Hills. The highway's elevation drops significantly 
as tlie road traverses tlie Spokane Creek drainage and increases again shar'ply at tlie intersection 
of Canyon Feny Road and Spokane Creek Road. The rise in tenain of more than 35 m (1 1 5 feet) 
&om Spokane Creek to tlie bencMand near Keir Lane is a significant design consideiation for the 
reconfiguration of the Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane Creek Road intersection. The highway's 
elevation is about 1,187 m (3,895 feet) at the east end of tlie proposed project. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. The reconstruction of Canyon Ferry Road 
would involve rebuildir^ an existmg segment of highway across terrain and landfonns located 
beneath and adjacent to tlie present road. The proposed reconstruction would involve cutting and 
fiUir^ to prepare a new foundation for tlie widened road and roadside slopes and to enhance the 
road's vertical and horizontal ahgnment. These activities would disrupt, displace, compact and 
cover soils not currently associated with tlie existing highway. 

The design of the proposed project would be accomplished in a way that attempts to balance the 
amount of cut and fill materials witliin tlie project area. This would minimize the need for 
borrow sources away fiom the project area. Surface and subsurface materials would be disturbed 
at locations away fiom the project areas if additional material were needed to build tlie new 
roadway. Typically, MDT's contractor provides any additional material imported to construct 
tlie proposed project. 

The constiiiction activities, including clearing and grading, would increase the short-term and 
long-term potential for soil erosion and sediment transport. This potential for erosion and 
adverse sedimentation impacts would vary depending upon the amount of soil area disturbed, tlie 
nature of the soils disturbed, tlie steepness of slopes, tlie proximity of the disturbance to wetlands 
and surface waters, and tlie duratron of tlie soil disturbances. 

A Stoirii Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be designed for the Canyon Ferry Road 
project and submitted to the MDEQ Permitting and Comphance Drvision in accordance with 
tlieu' Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Regulations (ARM 16.20.1314) . Best 
Management Practices, mcluding temporary and long-term erosron control measures, would be 
consideied m the design of tlie Plan. Such practices may mclude the use of lined channels, silt 
fences, ditch blocks, mulch, slope protection and other commonly accepted control measures. 
The SWPPP would be developed using procedures and methods established in MDT's "Erosion 
and Sediment Contiol Best Management Practices: Reference Manual" whose main objective is 
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to minimize erosion of disturbed areas during andafterconstiuction of these proposed projects. 

In accordance witli 7-22-2152 and 60-2-208, M.C.A., MDT would also reestablish a permanent 
desirable vegetation coniinunity along all areas distuibed by the proposed highway construction. 
MDT would develop a set of revegetation gmdelines tliat must be followed by the contiactor. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The proposed reconstmction of Canyon Ferry Road would not cause 
any notable cumulative effects on the topography, geologic conditions or soils withm the project 
area. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. MDT's maintenance actions liave the 
potential to cause minor disturbances to surface or subsurface materials vvdthin the Canyon Ferry 
Road project area. 

Mitigating Measures (Geology and Soils impacts) 

The following measmes will be implemented to minimize project-related effects on the local 
topography and geological conditions. 

■ Clearing and grubbing operations will be restricted to the minimum area 
necessary to accommodate the planned reconstruction activities and 
improvements. 

■ To stabilize slopes and to minimize the visual effects of highway construction, 
roadside slopes and disturbed areas will be revegetated as soon as practicable. 

■ A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) employing Best Management 
Practices for controlling erosion and sediment transport will be implemented in 
the project area. 



2. IMPACTS TO IMPORTANT FARMLAND 



Existing Conditions. The Lewis & Clark Conservation District was contacted in August 2001 
to identify important soils that may be affected by the reconstmction of Canyon Ferry Road. The 
Farmland Policy Protection Act (FVP A) (7 U.S.C. 4201 et. seq.) requires special consideration 
be given to soils that considered as prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide or 
local importance by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 
Conservation Services (NRCS). 

The Conservation Distiict identified ten soils crossed by Canyon Feiiy Road as "Statewide 
Importance," ''Prime Importance," "Otlier Importance," "Prime and Statewide Importance" and 
"Local Importance." For the pmposes of this EA, these soils are considered togetlier and 
identified as "Important Farmland." 

The following soils (listed by soil number and name) withm the Canyon Feny Road project 
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corridor were identified by the NRCS as being Important Farmland: 



33B Sappington-Amesha loams (1-4% slopes) 

33C Sappington-Amesha loams (4-8% slopes) 

137B Musselshell-Crago Complex (2-8% slopes) 

218A Meadowcreek- Fairway loams 

306A Nippt-Attewan complex (0-4% slopes) 

406A Nippt gravelly loam {0-2% slopes) 

413A Attewan loam {0-2% slopes) 

513A Attewan-Nippt complex (0-2% slopes) 

533B Sappington -Musselshell gravelly loams 

569A Amesha-Attewan loams 



Prime Importance 

Statewide Importance 

Local Importance 

Statewide Importance 

Other Importance 

Other Importance 

Prime and Statewide Importance 

Statewide Importance 

Statewide Importance 

Statewide Importance 



IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. Of importance under the FPPA are the areas of 
direct and indirect conversion of Important Farmland. Direct conversions occiu' when soils meeting 
the definition of farmland are included in the proposed liighway right-of-way. Indirect conversions 
of farmland occur whentiie areas remaining in a tiact of land partially taken for iight-of-way: 1) 
would no longer be capable of being fanned due to access restrictions; or (2) would likely be 
converted to a non-farm use due to the accessibility of the liighway. 

The information provided by NRCS and preliminary right-of-way plans for the proposed 
improvements were reviewed to determine the area of Important Farmland that would be 
affected by the Canyon Ferry Road project. Based on the information presented above, tire 
constinction of tire proposed project would directly convert about 1 7.7 hectares (ha), oi 43.8 acres, 
of soils meeting the designation of Important Farmland. The proposed project would mdiiectiy 
convert about 0.35 ha (0.9 acres) of important familand due to the reconfiguration of tiie Canyon 
Feiiy Road/Spokane Creek Road intersection. 

A Farmland Conservation Impact Rating form (#AD-1006) was processed for the proposed 
liighway improvement project in accordance witii the FPPA. The NRCS completed Parts II, IV, 
and V of the form and assigned a relative value of 65 for tiie farmland to be converted. MDT's 
consultant assigned points for the site assessment criteria in Part VI of the form and arrived at a 
total score of 69. The ro/a/Pom/sfortheproject inPart VII of the form was calculated to be 
1 34. Since tins total is less tiian 260 pomts, no fmtiiei consideiation for protection is necessary 
and no additional Important Farmland evaluations are required. The completed form was not 
submitted to the NRCS but a copy is provided m APPENDIX B. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The Preferred Action, togetiier witii otiier ongoing and fiitijie 
development activities on rural lands withm the Helena Valley, will continue to incrementally 
convert mmoi amounts of faiinland to otiiei uses. Commeicial and residential development of 
tins area contmues to increase at a steady rate. Building a higher quality road may contiibute to 
conversion of faiinland by attiactmg residential and commercial development to an improved 
transportation facility. Over time, these cumulative conversions could represent a notable loss of 
Important Farmland in the county. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. The No Action Altemative would not 
dnectiy or indirectiy convert any additional Important Farmland in tiie Canyon Ferry Road 
com dor. 
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Mitigating Measures (Important Farmland) 

No mitigating measures are necessary or proposed since the Total Points for tlie project is less 
tlianthethieshold of 260 points on form #AD-1006. 



3. IMPACTS TO WATER RESOURCES AND QUALITY 



Existing Conditions - Surface Water. As indicated previously, the major surface waters 
witlim tlie project area include Prickly Pear Creek (located west of the project corrrdor) and its 
tributaries and Spokane Creek and its associated mmor trrbutaries. Streams originatir^ in the 
Elkliom Mountains to tlie south of the Helena Valley and from the Spokane Hills to the east of 
the Valley flow fiom south to north toward Lake Helena. Many of these streams pass beneath 
Canyon Feny Road through culverts or under brrdges as they flow towards Lake Helena and 
ultimately the Missourr Rrver. 

The Helena Valley Irrigation District utilizes the Helena Valley Canal system for drstrrbuting 
water &om Canyon Ferry Reservoir to agricultiual and otlier users. The Helena Valley Canal 
parallels and crosses Canyon Ferry Road at various locations throughout the project corridor. 
Two different sections of the Helena Valley Canal are located wrthin the project conidor. 

There are also several other active and abandoned irrigatron facilities existing along the entiie 
lengtli of tliis project. Many of the facilities (irrigatron ditches) have been combined over the 
years to improve their efficiency. Hence, the number of ditches has been reduced over tlie years. 
These facilities mclude bridges, ditches, culverts, siphon culverts, flow splitters, weirs, pmnps, 
and sprinklers. With tiie exception of larger diameter inrgation siphons for the Helena Valley 
Canal, irrrgation/drainage culverts typically range fiom 750 to 1 ,200 millimeters (mm), or 30 to 
48 inches, in diameter. Culvert types are corxugated steel pipe (CSP) or reinforced concrete pipe 
(RCP) in fair to good condition. 

FIGURE 7 shows existing surface waters, major irrigation features, bridges and inigation 
crossings along Canyon Feny Road. 

Surface water quality is typically assessed according to the amount and kind of substances 
present in water, by the water's ability to support beneflcral uses such as uiigation and 
recreation, and by the overall health of the aquatrc ecosystem. The health of stieams and 
wetiands (and other surface waters) is assessed based on the constrtiients dissolved in the water, 
tiie condition of tiie banks and associated riparian zone, and the types and numbers of plants and 
animals living m the water. 

The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) has the responsibility under 
Section 401 of tiie federal Clean Water Act(33 U.S.C. 1251-1376) and the Montana Water 
Quality Act (75-5-101 M.C.A., et seq.) to monitor and assess tiie quality of Montana surface 
waters and to rdentify impaued or tiireatened stieani segments and lakes. The MDEQ sets limits, 
known as Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs), for each pollutant entering a body of water. 
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TMDLs are established for streams or lakes that fail to meet certain standards for water quality 
and describe the amount of each pollutant a water body can receive without violating water 
quality standards. The legislatively mandated TMDL process determines the concentiation of 
pollutants in water bodies and stipulates controls needed to improve water quality in order to 
support designated uses. 

Prickly Pear Creek is the only surface water in the project area to be evaluated by tlie MDEQ for 
TMDL purposes. MDEQ concluded that the stream's uses (aquatic life support, cold water 
fishery and recreation) ai'e impaiied by nutiients, suspended solids and tiieimal modifications 
caused by iirigated crop production, placer mining, rangeland activities, resource extiaction and 
various industiial activities. However, Prickly Peai" Creek was assigned a lower priority for 
development of a TMDL than another stieam in the Helena Valley — Tenmile Creek. 

MDEQ also issues permits to industiies, agencies and others to discharge effluent into storm 
water and surface waters. Five Montana Pollution Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) 
permits have been issued by MDEQ for discliarges mto Prickly Pear Creek. 

Existing Conditions - Groundwater. Groundwater has become an important source of 
water m tlie project area, given tire limited supply of surface water in the aiea and concerns about 
its quality for certain uses. In general, gioundwater quality m the project area is considered 
good, yet some cases of contamination liave occuixed. 

The Helena Valley aquifer is comprised of discontinuous, heterogeneous alluvial and lacustrine 
deposits, with isolated clay and silt lenses that are continuously saturated from the water table to 
a deptii of at least 150 m (about 500 feet). 

This aquifer is tire sole source of drinking water for nearly 28,000 citizens — approximately 55 
percent of tire population in tire Helena Valley. Drinking water is supplied to tiiese residents 
fiom over 5,000 domestic wells and 60 pubhc water supply systems. 

Groundwater infonnation from tiie Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology was obtained 
fiom the Internet (www.nris.state.mt.us) to identify the depth of groundwater at water wells 
drilled m the project area. Well data was retrieved for 25 properties abutting tire project witiim 
the area of interest with the dates of well installations ranging fiom 1970 to 2001 . Static water 
levels recorded at tire time ofinstallation ranged fiom tiie most shallow at 4.6 m (15 feet) to the 
deepest at 2 1 . 3 m (70 feet) . Average static water elevation from the well data is 1 3 . 1 m (43 feet) 
at the time of well installation. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION ON SURFACE WATERS. Erosion and 
sedimentation dming constiiiction and surface ninoff after constiiiction would be the prmciple 
ways that water quality could be affected by tiie proposed liighway reconstiuction project. 
Unless preventative measures are taken, erosion and sedimentation and liighway runoff have the 
potential to affect water quality and aquatic resources. 
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Figure 7: 

Irrigation Crossings & Bridges 

Along Canyon Ferry Road 
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As indicated earlier, vegetation clearing and grading for the proposed highway and bridge 
constmction would increase tlie potential for soil erosion and sediment tiansport. Additionally, 
lengtliening or replacing culverts and reconstnicting adjacent roadway approaches would expose 
soils and increase tlie potential foi erosion. Although erosion occuis naturally to some extent, 
tlie erosion of areas disturbed by the constiiiction could contnbute additional sediments to 
suiface waters. Increased sediment loads, paiticulaily for a long duration, may alter downstream 
deposition patterns, cause water temperatures and turbidity levels of the watei to rise, mcrease 
the level of nutrients (nitiates and phosphorus), and promote the growth of algae. 

Because MDT's Stoim Water Pollution Pievention Plan (SWPPP) would be implemented to control 
erosion and sediment transport during and after the proposed project, the proposed 
reconstruction of Canyon Feixy Road would not cause notable adverse effects on surface water 
quality. Because the aieaof soil distiirbancesfor tins project would exceed 0.4 ha (1.0 acre), a 
NPDES storm watei permit administered by the MDEQ would be required. MDT would 
develop a SWPPP for this project to meet permit requuements. 

Potential water quality impacts can also occiu' due to highway runoff during the operational life 
of tlie road improvement project. The primary constihients m highway iiinoff include suspended 
sediments (pavement wear and dirt), lead (gasoline, tire filler), zinc (tire filler, motor oil 
stabilizers), copper (metal platings, brake linings), and petioleuin (gasoline, antifieeze, hydraulic 
fluids). Salting and sanding practices, for example, may leave concentrations of chloride, 
sodiuiu, and calciuiu on the loadway surface. Impeivious road surfaces produce runoff amounts 
proportional to the pavement area. Rural roadways with gravel shoulders and ditches tend to 
slow runoff through absorption into adjacent vegetation and soils. 

During the mid-1980s, the FHWA conducted extensive nationvvide studies to determine highway 
runoff constituents, aiuounts relative to roadway types and traffic conditions, and the potential 
impacts to surface water resouices (Pollutant Loadings and Impacts from Highway Stormwater 
Runoff, Volume I, FHWA, April 1990). FHWA's lesearch concluded that pollutants in liighway 
nmoff are not present in amounts sufficient to threaten surface or groundwater where Average 
Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes are below 30,000. Since tiaffic volmnes in tire Canyon Ferry Road 
corridor are expected to be variable within the conidor and range fi'om 3,200 to 12,900 vehicles 
per day by flie design year (2024), it can be reasonably concluded that runoff from tiie liighway 
would not cause significant degradation of surface or groundwater in the project area. 

Fill placement and associated drainage installation work within stieam channels may be needed 
at the liighway ciossings of No Name Spring Creek and Spokane Creek for tiie installation of 
culverts. Road reconstiiiction would also encroach on a section of No Name Spring Creek (RP 
8.68) that parallels the south (right) side of the new highway. This liighway encroacliment would 
require rerouting a section of the stieaiu. Work in or near streams mthe project area would 
reqime 124SPA Stieam Protection Permits from the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife 
& Parks (MDFWP). Likewise, the placement of any fill material in suiface waters or wetiands 
would be subject to the issuance of Section 404 permits by tiie U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(COE). These and other peimit reqimements are discussed at tiie end of this Part. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION ON GROUNDWATER. The storm water 
infiltration system proposed for the commercial/residential section where curbs and gutters 
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would be installed coiild potentially affect groundwater hydrology in the area . Lewis and Clark 
County's records of septic tank installations and groundwater mformation &oin the Montana 
Bureau of Mines and Geology reviewed for tliis EA suggests that tlie mstallation of this 
systeiu would adliere to MDEQ guidelines for offsets to septic diainfields and wellheads. The 
infiltration systems would also be buried to a depth at least 1.525 m (5 feet) above groundwater 
levelsinthe vicinity of the installations. Additional work must be accomplished during the 
design of the project to estabhsh tlie locations of drainfields and wells m the areas where 
infiltration systems are proposed and to determine the depth to groundwater in nearby wells. 

Groundwater hydrology in tlie remaining project areas would be unaffected by tlie proposed 
liighway improvements since necessary excavation would not e:^ose or affect the groundwater 
table. The rural portion of the proposed project would have no duect adverse impacts to 
groundwater or public or private drmkmg water supplies derived fiom groundwater sources. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The proposed improvements to Canyon Ferry Road, together wi\h 
the impacts of present and reasonably foreseeable flitiue developments m the area, would not cause 
any notable cumulative effects on the quahty or quantity of surface or groundwater m the project 
area. MDT's engineered road design and the application of upland best management practices 
(BMPs) would avoid or mitigate potential water quahty impacts in tlie general vicinity of this 
project. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. The No Action Alternative would not 
cause any new effects on suiface water or groundwater m tlie project area. 

MitiqatinQ Measures (Surface and Groundwater Resources) 

The foUovvdng measures will be implemented to mmiiuize water quality impacts m the Canyon 
Ferry Road project area. 

■ A Storrit Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) employing Best Managetnent 
Practices for controlling erosion and sediment transport will be implemented in 
the project area. 

■ Any restrictions on work near streams or in wetlands will be specified as terms of 
water-related permits obtained from the MDEQ, MDFWP, and the CoE. 

■ Development of a revegetation plan, erosion control plan, and storm water 
pollution prevention plan will be coordinated with appropriate permitting and 
resources agencies. 

■ Installation of the storm water infiltration system in the project's curb and gutter 
section would follow MDEQ guidelines for offset to septic drainfields and well 
heads. 
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4. FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS 



Existing Conditions. Executive Order No. 1 1988 and FHWA's floodplain regulations (23 
CFR 650 , Subpart A) reqiuie that tlie proposed action be evaluated to detenuine the effects of 
any encroachments on tlie "base" floodplain. The base floodplain is the area covered by water 
fiom the 1 00-year flood. The 1 00-year flood represents a flood event that has a 1 percent chance 
of being equaled 01 exceeded in any given year. The Executive Order requires that federal 
agencies, in carrying out their proposed projects, provide leadership and take action to reduce the 
risk of flood loss; niiniinize the impacts of floods on human safety, health, andwelfaie; and 
restore and preserve tlie natural and beneficial values served by floodplams. 

Large floods in Lewis and Clark County are typically the result of heavy rainfall combined with 
snowmelt, although m some areas rainfall or snovraielt alone can be the cause of flooding. 
Historic records show tliat widespread flooding occurred on most major streams in the County, 
including Piickly Pear Creek, durmg 1908, 1964, 1975, and 1981. Rapid snovraielt events in 
1982, 1985, 1996, and 2003 also caused flooding problems at various locations along Canyon 
Eeny Road. 

The Eederal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) piepaied detailed floodplain maps 
for Lewis and Clark Comity in 1981 and revised them in 1985. The 1985 revisions were updated 
on June 1 7, 2002 to incorporate new approximate flood hazard information for Prickly Pear 
Creek Oveiflow, Silver Creek, Spokane Creek, and Trout Creek. The revised Flood Insmance 
Rate Maps (FlRM's) desciibed Spokane Creek and Prickly Pear Creek 100-year and 500-year 
floodplains. FIRM panels #1570, #1575, #1544, #1542, and #1541 identify dehneated 
floodplains witliin the project corridor. FIGURE 8 shows floodplains in the Canyon Ferry Road 
project area fromitsbegmningof tlie project to just east of Valley Drive. 

The FIRM'S identify three overflow branches of Prickly Peai' Creek floodplain crossing Canyon 
Eeny Road between tlie beginning of the project and Lake Helena Drive. These branches are 
identified as the East Branch of Prickly Pear Creek, the North Overflow of Pnckly Pear Creek, 
and the Valley Drive Branch of Prickly Pear Creek. A 100-year floodplain, known as the Lake 
Helena Drive Branch, crosses the existing liighway aligmiient just east of Lake Helena Drive. 

The East Branch, North Overflow, Valley Drive Branch and Lake Helena Drive Branch of the 
Prickly Peai' Creek floodplain flow noitheily, inteisecting tiie Helena Valley Canal prior to 
crossing the proposed aUgnment. Field reviews of the Helena Valley Canal revealed siphons 
beneath the canal, concrete drainage chutes into the canal, a concrete overchute, and headgates 
botiimto and out of the canal. 

Canyon Eeny Road crosses the Spokane Creek floodplain, delineated by approxunate methods, 
neai' the east end of flie project. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. The existing floodplain situation within the 
Canyon Eeny Road between tiie project's beginning and Lake Helena Drive is extiemely 
complex due to the level terrain, the presence of existing commercial and residential 
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development, and the fact that this area is subject to sheet flow type flooding. The Helena Valley 
Canal also presently functrons as botli a barxier to flood flows and as a relief channel for 
transporting floodwater out of this portion of the project area. These conditions pose serious 
design constraints for the new highway and its associated drainage features. 

This proposed project would result in ti'ansverse encroachments on delineated floodplains at four 
locations and longitudmal encroacliments at tliiee locations. The Preferred Action would replace 
existing drainage features at or near their present locations to ensure that floodwater is 
accommodated and managed without major charges that could adversely impact nearby 
residents and uses. Where possible, the proposed project would attempt to enhance existing 
diainage conditions. 

The Preferred Achon would place fill and require work within the stream channel for the 
installation of new dramage culverts at No Name Spring Creek and witliin tire delineated 
floodplain of Spokane Creek. However, tiie new culverts would be appropriately sized to handle 
the anticipated flood flows wifliout interruption to public tiansportation due to flood damage to 
the roadway. MDT standard procedures and specifications would be employed to ensure that the 
required floodplain encroachment meets FHWA guidelines. 

A floodplam permit fiom Lewis and Clark Comity would be required prior to construction in 
designated floodplains in tiie Canyon Ferry Road project area. 

Between Wyhe Drive and Lake Helena Drive, the project comdoi consists of residential build- 
up with some commercial developments. Widening Canyon Ferry Road m this area would 
eliminate the existing roadside ditches in tliis area. Although they are steep and do not meet 
current safety and design criteria, the roadside ditches provide storm runoff storage and assist 
witii minor flood control. Few natiual outfalls exist to transport storm water runoff in the 
commercial/residential sectron of flie corridor and tire existing natuial outfalls are shallow wifli 
shght rolling grades. Storage capacity appears limited and extensive work would be reqmred far 
outside the project limrts to get diainage chamiels to adequately diain. 

Two possible remedies for the lack of adequate outfalls have been considered. Detention ponds 
could be developed to hold stonnwater or burred mfiltiatron galleries could be incorporated to 
satisfy storm design runoff storage needs. Detention ponds would likely require the acquisition 
of easements and development/maintenance withm resrdentral properties. Due to the greater 
right-of-way acquisition needs, potential aesthetic problems, and safety concerns posed by 
detention ponds, the recommendation has been made to incorporate a subsurface infiltiation 
system to satisfy liighway storm water runoff management needs in the commercral/residential 
section of the project corxidor. 

The relatrvely fiat dramage features of the project area require subsurface disposal of storm 
water. Subsurface disposal of storm water would be accomplishedby allowing ninoff to 
infiltrate through a layer of gravel or soil or by direct discharge into a dry well. It rs important to 
note that storm water would not be expected to pollute groundwater smce the water would be 
"filtered" naturally as rt seeps tiirough subsurface materrals. Thrs would be similar to flie existing 
situation since stoim watei ninoff is contained and filteied through the soil in isolated roadside 
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ditches. This system would be expected to help preserve flows in streams, recharge groundwater, 
reduce peak ninoff flows, and reduce sediment in area surface waters. 

The Prefened Action would not promote or encourage development witliin the base floodplain or 
inciease flood liability hazards fiom its construction. Therefore, the Canyon Feixy Road pioject 
is considered to be in compliance with Executive Oidei 11988 and meet floodplam management 
criteiia. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The project would have no cumulative impacts on the floodplain 
of tlie project area because of MDT's design considerations for the replacement bridges and road 
reconstruction. 

No cumulative floodplain impacts are anticipated &om tliis proposed pioject and the othei blown 
or reasonably foreseeable development in tlie project area considered in tliis EA (see projects 
identified in Section 13. Secondary and Cumulative Effects later in tliis Part). Tliis proposed 
project and otlier development projects with floodplain encroachments must comply witli the 
County's floodplain management giudelines and would be subject to leview and pemiitting by local 
goveiTUTient. The issuance of a floodplam pennit by the County does not mean that tiiere would be 
no unpacts to floodplains. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. This alternative would have no new 
effects ontiie pioject area floodplain. There are no risks of new flooding, no impacts on natural 
and beneficial floodplain values, and no likelihood of mcompafible floodplain development. 

Mitigation Measures (Floodplain Impacts) 

The following nieasme will be implemented to minimize potential floodplain impacts in the 
Canyon Feny Road project area. 

■ MDT will obtain a floodplain Development Permit from Lewis and Clark County 

for construction activities within the delineated floodplains of the project area. 



5. AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 



Existing Conditions. Air quality within flie project area can be described as good. No 
violations of state or federal air quality standards aie known to have occurred wiflun tiie Canyon 
Ferry Road coiiidor. 

Violafions of federal and state air quality standards have occurred within the East Helena area 
due to emissions fiom the Asaico smelter. The operafion of the smelter resulted in violations of 
air quality standards for lead and sulfur dioxide. Aieas that violate fedeial or state air quahty 
standards are designated nonattamment areas by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). These violafions occurred vvdth sufficient fiequency and resulted in nonattamment area 
designations beir^ for East Helena for lead and sulfiir dioxide emissions. Communifies with 

-66- 



Canyon Ferry Road; STPS 430-1(5) 1 Environmental Assessment 

nonattainment areas are responsible for developing air pollution control strategies to bring tlie 
ai'ea into compliance with an quality standai'ds. 

Canyon Feny Road IS located about 1.6 km (1 imle)noitliof the boundary of the federally 
designated East Helena Lead Nonattainment Area, wliichincludestlie Town of East Helena and 
its immediate sun'oundmgs. Additionally, a portron of the project area rs about 5.6 km (3.5 
miles) nortli of the East Helena Sulfur Dioxide Nonattainment Area. The sulfur dioxide 
nonattainment area covers a localized area southoftheTownof East Helena at the site of the 
Asarco smelter. 

Federal and state air quality standards have not been exceeded in tlie area since 1 996 and the 
primary source of lead and sulfui' dioxide pollution in tlie area, the Asarco lead smelter, has smce 
closed. 

Other sources of air pollution in tlie area mclude dust generated by hafQc on unpaved roads in 
the area, agricultural activities and &om occasional outside burning. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION AND THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. 

Despite its proximity to tlie East Helena Lead and Sulfm' Dioxide nonattainment areas, this 
proposed project is located in an "unclassifiable'Vattaimiient area of Montana for air quality 
under 40 CFR 81.327 , as amended. As such, this proposed project is not covered under the 
EPA's Final Rule of November 24, 1993 on Air Quahty conformity. Therefore, tins proposed 
project complies vvdth Sector/ 176(c) of the CleanAir Act (42 V. S.C. 7521 (a)), as amended. 

This road reconstruction project would mvolve actions whose mdividual and cumulative effects 
would be minor and would not affect regional emissions. Neitlier tlie Preferred Action nor the 
No Action Alternative would be expected to result m adverse air quality impacts. 

Short-term au' quality impacts would be anticipated during construction of tlie proposed project 
due to the disturbance of relatively large areas and operation of heavy equipment in work zones. 
Road construction activities would result in emissions of particulate matter, volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), and odors as a result of ground disturbance, vehicle exliaust, and use of new 
surfacir^ materials. These impacts would be mmor and limited to the conshTiction period. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, hiiproving traffic flow on Canyon Feny Road would help reduce 
the cumulative impacts of automobile emissions in the area. Automobiles typically emit greater 
amounts of carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds and otiier pollutants when they are 
running in idle. 

Mitigation Measures (Air Quality) 

The foUovvdng measure will be implemented to minimize any aii' quality impacts associated vvdth 
tiie constiuction of MDT's proposed project. 

■ MDTwill incorporate dust control measures into the plan's specifications for the 

propose fl project. 
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6. IMPACTS TO VEGETATION 



Existing Conditions. From tlie beginning of the project to Lake Helena Drive, tlie project 
traverses a flat valley bottom that has undergone extensive residential and commercial 
development over tlie past 20 years. Few-if-any native vegetative communities remain mtact 
tliiough this aiea. Common roadside ditch species include crested wheatgiass, smootli brome, 
Kentucky bluegrass, yellow sweet clover, common mull em, and spotted knapweed. Residential 
landscaping tliiough tins section mcludes various omamental flowers, native and mtroduced 
trees and shrubs, and manicmed bluegiass lawns. Species common along the nmiierous 
irrigation ditches that flovv' under tlie roadway tliiough this section include milkweed, smootli 
biome, yellow sweet clover, asparagus, rose, and various wetland plants. 

Within the rural portion of the conidor, the highway traverses rolling terrain tlnough dry-land 
crop and grazing land. Some native rangeland exists through this area, although a majority has 
been disturbed by agricultural practices and on-going residential development. Alfalfa 
pioduction is common near Lake Helena Drive and in the vicinity of Spokane Creek near the 
project's eastern terminus. Wheat and hay production is common m the non-inigated land 
tlirough much of tins segment. Nahve rangeland plant communities found m the project area are 
comprised primarily of sagebRish, blue grama, Idaho fescue, wheatgrass, cheatgiass, licoiice, 
and prickly pear. Crested wheatgiass and smooth brome are the dominant grasses found m 
roadside ditches through the rural section of the project. 

Near tlie projects eastern teniiinus, the highway crosses over Spokane Creek and an unnamed 
spnng-fed drainage. Wetland plant species can be found along Spokane Creek and the spring- 
fed drainage west of Spokane Creek. Nairow-leafed cottonwood, wild rose, and snowbeny 
occur' along both drainages. 

Threatened or Endangered Plants. The US. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)hsts 
water howellia and Uteladies'-tress orchid as tlueatened plant species m Montana under tlie 
Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543). Habitat for water howelha does not occui' in the 
pioject area. According to the Biological Resources Report, potential habitat for Ute ladies' 
tresses exists in pioject area wetlands; however, tlie nearest known occuirence of this plant is 
south of Tovmsend in Broadwater County. 

Rare or Sensitive Plants. A search of tlie Montana Natural Heritage Program 
(MNHP) database revealed two known occurrences of plant species of concein within 8 km (5 
miles) of the project (MNHP 2001). These include wedge-leaved saltbush and small yellow 
lady's slipper and were for locations over 3 km (2 miles) from this proposed action. These plants 
were not identified in tlie Canyon Feny Road conidor during field studies performed for this 
project. 

Invasive/Noxious Plants. Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species, signed on February 3, 
1999, addresses federal agency responsibihhes with respect to invasive specres (noxious weeds). 
As a partially federally frinded action, tlie project is subject to the provrsions of the Executive 
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Order. According to the Invaders Database System (2001), 15 noxious weeds have been 
identified in Lewis and Clark County over tlie last 20 years including: hoary cress, diffiise 
knapweed, spotted knapweed, Russian knapweed, oxeye daisy, Canada thistle, field bindweed, 
hoimd's-tongue, leafy spurge, orange hawkweed, dalmation toadflax, sulfiir cinquefoil, tall 
buttercup, tarnarix, and common tansy. Most of tiiese weeds are Category 1 noxious weeds as 
defined by the Montana Department of Agrt culture. Orange hawkweed and tarnarix are 
Category 2 noxious weeds. 

Spotted knapweed, Russian knapweed, hoary cress, and Canada thistle were identified in the 
project area by MDT's consulting biologrsts during field vrsits. Only individual plants or small 
infestatrons of tiiese weeds were noted along much of the project. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE. The proposed lirghway improvements 
would result in the permanent loss of vegetation where the roadway rs realigned or widened. The 
vegetation lost due to tiirs proposed project would primarily involve non-native grasses species 
and resrdential landscaping on both sides of the road in the commercial/resrdential section of the 
corxidor. At some locations, reconstructron would impact or even result in tiie removal of some 
ornamental flowers and shrubs, lavms, and intioduced tiees at residences along thrs portion of 
tire corridor. 

Within the rural section, the extent of vegetation lost would be greater due to the proposed mmor 
shift in the location of Canyon Ferry Road. Minor amounts of natrve rangeland, cropland 
supportir^ alfalfa, wheat and hay production, grazing land, and riparian and wefland vegetation 
would be lost due to road reconstiuction. 

Virtiially all of the proposed construction would occur in areas immediately adjacent to the 
exrsting road already subjected to other sources of human disturbances, includmg residential, 
recreational, and agricultural (farming, grazing) activities. Consequentiy, tiie overall effects of 
the proposed project on vegetation communrtres would be mmor. 

The proposed hrghway reconstruction project would not affect Ute ladies' tresses (a federally- 
listed threatened specres) or any rare and sensitive plants. 

Temporary distiirbances would occur where vegetation is cleared fiom the right-of-way permit 
or easement areas, at staging areas for construction equrpment and at borrow sites. Many noxious 
weed species gain a foothold after ground disturbances; tiierefore the potential for tire spread of 
noxrous weeds is a concern due to the extent of the disturbances associated vvdth the proposed 
projects. Once noxious weeds become estabhshed, they are often extremely difficult and very 
expensrve to eradicate or contiol. Invasive noxious weeds can reduce the value of an area for 
rangeland, wildhfe habrtat, or other uses. 

In accordance witii Executive Order No. 1 3 1 1 2, MDT would implement measures with this 
project to help prevent the intioduction of invasive species into the Canyon Ferry Road coriidor. 
These measures would include coordinating tiie projects with tiie Lewis and Clark County Weed 
Control District, prompfly reseeding disturbed areas, and requiring MDT's contiactor(s) to 
follow procedures to prevent the spread of noxious weeds. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. Ground distuibing activities from the proposed road reconstruction 
and other present and flituie development m the project area and other portions of the Helena 
Valley could result in the loss of minor amounts of native vegetation and offer tlie potential for 
the spread of noxious weeds. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. This Alternative would cause no fiirtlier 
impacts on vegetation witliin tlie project area. 

Mitigation Measures (Vegetation Impacts) 

The foUovvdng measures will be implemented to mmimize vegetation unpacts and reduce the 
potential for the spread of noxious weeds in tlie project area. 

■ Clearing and grubbing operations will be restricted to the minimuni area 
necessary to acconitiiodate the planned reconstruction activities and 
improvements and utility relocations. 

■ Disturbed areas will be reseeded as quickly as possible. 

■ A revegetation plan will be developed for this project to be followed by the 
contractor. The plan will include specifications on seeding methods, seeding 
dates, types and amounts of mulch and fcrtilizer, and seed mix components. The 
plan will also be submitted to the Lewis and Clark County Weed Control District 
for review. 

■ The contractor must also follow the requirements of the County Noxious Weed 
Management Act and all county and contract noxious weed control provisions. 

■ Construction equipment must be cleaned prior to beginning work and after the 
completion of work in the project area to avoid the unintentional introduction of 
noxious weed seed from other sites. 

■ Mulch used for revegetation will be certified as weed-free. 



7. IMPACTS TO WETLANDS 



Existing Conditions. Land & Water Consulting, Inc. delineated wetlands in tlie project area 
during September 2001 according to criteria and methods outlined m the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (COE) 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987). The 
manual provides guidance for determining the presence of jurisdictional wetlands based on 
obseiTations of vegetation, soils, and hydrology. Wetland location maps, found plant species 
lists, and COE Routine Wetland Determination foinis were completed for wetland sites 
identified witlim the comdoi. Addihonally, MDT Field Evaluation forms were completed to 
assess the many fiuictions and values attributable to wetlands. These materials are mcluded in 
tlie Biological Resources Report piepaied for this project. 
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The wetlands evaluation was conducted for all wetlands in tlie preliminary right-of-way corridor 
of MDT's cmrently proposed alignment for Canyon Ferry Road. Six primary wetland areas (Sites 
1 through 6) were delineated in the analysis area adjoining the present highway. 

Wetland Sites 1 through 4 aie associated with either the Helena Valley Canal or other irrigation 
ditches in the valley west of Lake Helena Drive and consist of narrow (less than 1 m (3 feet) 
wide) fiinges occuiiing along tlie banks of the ditches. These fiinge wetlands are dominated by 
emergent and wet meadow species including meadow foxtail, reed canary grass, and ledtop. 
Wetland Site 5 is located in the vicinity of No Name Spring Creek (RP 8.68) and consists of a 
large spring-fed wetland complex witli a defined channel and mixture of emergent marsli, wet 
meadow and forested wetland habitats. Dominant species witliin tins site mclude reed 
canarygrass, field horsetail, beaked sedge, bulrusli, broad-leafed cattail, foxtail barley, redtop, 
meadow foxtail, and other common wetland species. Wetland Site 6 is directly associated vvdth 
tlie active Spokane Creek channel and fioodplain near RP 9.0. The site consists of a narrow 
wetiand fiinge along the banks of the creek and supports wetiand vegetation similar to that in 
Site 5. Mature cottonwood tiees can be found in botii Sites 5 and 6. 

A total of 3.18 ha (7.84 acres) of wetlands were delineated at the wetiand sites vvdthin the 
Canyon Feny Road project comdor. The majority of tiiese wetlands are rated Category IV 
according to MDT's Wetiand Assessment Method. This means that most wetlands in the project 
area provide httle in the way of wildlife habitat, suiface water storage, flood attenuation, 
production export/food cham support and groundwater discharge. Wetiands associated with Site 
5 and witii Site 6 are primarily rated as Category 111 wetiands. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. ConstiTictionofthe proposed highway 
improvements would result in unavoidable encroacliments mto wetlands, stieams and irrigation 
canals at some locations in the Canyon Ferry Road corridor. These encroachments would result 
fiom realignments, road widening, slope flattening, new bridge or culvert installations over 
stieams and canals and associated detours around bridge or culvert mstallations. Wetland 
vegetation would be removed and hydric soils would be covered witii the roadbed and fill slopes 
in impacted aieas. The preliminary design of the proposed liighway project has been developed 
to minimize encroacliment mto wetiands. However, at some locations wetlands exist on both 
sides of the highway making it impossible to improve tiie road or replace bridges and culverts 
witiiout encroaching on wetiands. 

Based on preliminary design plans for tliis project, the amount of wetlands that would be diiectiy 
impacted by tire proposed reconstruction of Canyon Ferry Road would be about 0.60 ha (1 .5 
acres). 

The "jurisdictional" status of affected wetiands m the area is an important consideration for this 
pioposedpioject because of MDT's mitigation requirements. Jurisdictional wetiands aietiiose 
tiiat fall under tiie COE jurisdiction vvith respect to Section 404 of tiie ClkanWaterAct. 
Generally, the COE maintains jurisdiction over non-isolated wetiands tiiat are hydiologically- 
cliar'ged by irrigation seepage as long as the seepage is considered "normal circumstances" for tiie 
wetiands created by tiie water source. The COE does not generally mamtain jurisdiction ovei 
wetiands in artificially irrigated areas unless: the wetiand has additional hydrological sources; the 
wetiand IS of significant regional or local value; or elimmationoftheiiiigationcouldnotbe 
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accomplished in tlie near flitiire. 

According to 1995 published guidance, the COE generally did not consider ditches excavated on 
diy land as jmisdictional "waters of the United States." However, the Omaha Distiict of the 
COE recently issued guidance to the effect that excavated urigation and dramage ditches may be 
considered jurisdictional if they have a downstream smface connection to other waters of the 
U.S. 

As a result of a January 9, 2001 U.S. Supreme Court decision, many isolated wetlands (those not 
connected oi adjacent to other waters of the U.S.), wliich previously fell under COE jmisdiction, 
are now uniegulated for Section 404 purposes. 

Based on these considerations, MDT's consulting biologists concluded that wetlands withm the 
pioject corridor associated witli the Helena Valley Canal or its associated laterals aie 
jmisdictional for Section 404 purposes because water supphes aie amiually discontmued and there 
are no naturally flowing stieams that contiibute directly to flows m the canal. Wetlands associated 
with No Name Spring Creek and Spokane Creek are "jmisdictional" wetlands. 

Minor, short-term impacts to wetlands would occm in the vicimty of No Name Spring Creek and 
Spokane Creek due to the need to provide detours and temporary stream crossings during the 
installation of new culverts. Detoms during the constniction of new bridges across the Helena 
Valley Canal would also result in similar impacts to fiinge wetlands alor^ the canal. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The potential exists for other highway reconstniction projects and 
developments in the Helena area and adjoining counties to impact wetlands. However, cumulative 
impacts to wetlands would be minimized if efforts are taken to avoid wetlands or to adequately 
mitigate for wetlands affected by ongoing and flitme development activities. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. This alternative would cause no hirther 
impacts to most wetlands within tlie project area. However, impacts to tlie stream ciossing at No 
Name Spring Creek are foreseeable in the near future. This would result &om MDT's obligatory 
maintenance to replace tlie structurally deficient bridge with a laige diameter culvert. This 
would result m the placement of mmor amounts of fill mto Wetland Site 5. 

Mitigation Measures (Wetland Impacts) 

The 1 990 Memorandum of Agreement Between the Environmental Protection Agency and the 
Department of the Army Concerning the Determination of Mitigation Under the Clean Water Act 
Section 404(h} (1) Guidelines reqmies that wetland mitigation be addressed m tire following 
sequence: 

(1) Avoid potential impacts to the maximum extent piacticable. 

(2) Minimize miavoidable impacts to the extent appropriate and practicable. 

(3) Compensate for miavoidable adverse impacts tiiat remam after all appropriate and 
piacticable minimization has been required. 

■ Avoidance and Minimization. To the extent possible, the proposed alignment for tins 

reconstruction project has been developed to avoid impacts on wetland sites. However, 
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since the existing roadway is located adjacent to and crosses wetlands, totally avoiding 
wetlands is not possible. Roadside development tliioiigh much of the conidor has 
established the ahgnment of this road and MDT's proposed reconshuchon would occur 
on or very near the existmg alignment over most of the project's length. 

Steepening roadside fill slopes is one measure tliat can be employed to reduce impacts to 
wetlands. Although MDT's design is only m the preliminary stage, the use of steepened 
slopes in the vicinity of wetlands will be considered and incorporated mto tlie project 
where possible . The greatest benefits of usir^ steepened fill slopes would be in the 
vicinity of wetland Sites 5 and 6. 

■ Compensation. Compensatory mitigation for the projected wetland loss will be required 

and developed m comphance with the 1 996 MDT Interagency Wetland Group operating 
procedures. Although no specific wetland mihgation sites have been identified yet at this 
early stage of the project, wetland creation/restorahon opportunities may exist on private 
lands near Sites 5 and 6. MDT may also have sufficient wetland "credits" fiom past 
mitigation efforts m the watershed tliat could be apphed to this project. 

The foUovvdng measures will be implemented to mmimize impacts to wetlands in the project 
com dor. 

■ The design for the proposed highway improvements project will be developed to 
avoid or minimize encroachment into wetlands. 

■ MDT will seek to mitigate unavoidable wetland impacts in the ifiimediate vicinity 
of this proposed project. 

■ A Stonn Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SiVPPPj employing Best Management 
Practices for controlling erosion and sediment transport will be implemented in 
the vicinity of project area wetlands. 



8. IMPACTS TO THREATENED OR ENDANGERED WILDLIFE 



In accordance with Section 7(a) of the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), MDT 

contacted tlie USFWS for a list of endangered, tliieatened, proposed, and candidate species that 
could occur m the project area. MDT's consulting biologists assessed whether or not any of the 
Federally-listed threatened or endangered (T/E) wildlife species or important habitat for tlie 
species occur in the project area. MDT's Biological Resources Report concluded that tliree 
tlireatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate, species may occur in the vicinity of tlie 
proposed Canyon Ferry Road project. These species and other pertinent information about 
habitats and is presented in TABLE 6. 
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TABLE 6: Species, Habitat, and Potential Occurrence of T/E 


Species in the Canyon Ferry Road Project Area 


Species 
Federal Status 


Important Habitat 


Potential Occurrence 


Bald Eagle 

(Haliaeetiis lencocephalus) 
threatened* 


Coniferous forest, cottonwood 
riparian, aquatic areas 


Primarily winter resident, but could 
occur year-round, several active nests 
within 10 kin (6.2 miles) of project 
area. 


Mountain Plover 

(Charadrius iiiontanus) 
proposed threatened 


Shortgrass prairie, flat topography 


Not known to occur in tlie project 
area, habitat marginal. 


Black-tailed Prairie Dog 

{Cynomys hidovicianus) 
candidate species 


Shortgrass and mixed grass prairie 


Not known to occur in tlie project 
area, none observed in vicinity. 



* On July 6, 1999, the bald eagle was proposed for removal from the Federal List of Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife. Tlie bald eagle remaius protected as atlireatened species until de-listing is fiual. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. Impacts to tliieatened and endangered species 
can be categorized as direct or indirect effects and such effects may be short-term or long-term. 
Direct effects are results of the proposed action. Direct effects may include loss of habitat and 
mortality of individuals. Indirect effects are effects caused by the proposed action tliat are 
reasonably certain to occur. Primary indirect effects include potential disturbance and 
displacement of individuals, decrease in reproductive success, and habitat degradation. For 
many species, the magnitude of effects would depend on the timing and duration of construction 
activities. 

The potential impacts associated vvdth reconstnicting Canyon Ferry Road on identified tliieatened 
and endangered species are described below. 

■ Bald Eagles. The "Habitat Management Guide foi Bald Eagles in Northwestern 

Montana" prepared by the Montana Bald Eagle Working Group in 1 99 1 defines three 
primary zones associated with bald eagle nests. The nest site area includes the area 
within 400 meteis (0.25 mile) of the existing and alternate nests. Eagles aie most 
sensitive to human activity vvdthin this zone, and will react to infiusion. Th.^ primary use 
area includes tlie area heavily used by a nesting pan; or an 800 m (0.5 mile) ladius fiom 
tlie occupied and alternate nests. The home range represents all areas used by tlie eagles 
during the nesting season. In the absence of site-specific data, the area within a 4 km (2.5 
mile) radius should be considered as a minimum home range. 

The pioposed Canyon Feny Road reconstruction project does not fall withm the home 
range of any active bald eagle nests. However, several active nests are known to occur 
witiiin 10 km (about 6 miles) of the pioject. Additionally, a stietch of Hausei Lake 
below Canyon Feixy Dam to the northeast of this project is a well-known concentiation 
area for bald eagles that congregate to feed on spawning kokanee salmon between 
October and December. As many as 300 eagles have been documented below Canyon 
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Ferry Dam in past years, with peak numbers typically occmiing in late November 
(MNHP2001). 

Considering the high number of eagles within 10 km (about 6 miles) of the project, it is 
probable that bald eagles periodically pass through the project area and may spend time 
near the highway, especially in the Spokane Creek aiea where roost and perch trees are 
available. Bald eagles may also periodically hunt for small prey or feed on caixion m the 
open fields and pastures between Lake Helena Drive and Spokane Creek. 

Direct impacts to bald eagles as a result of the liighway improvements are expected to be 
minimal. However, due to potential year-round presence of bald eagles along tlie project 
route, construction activities during all seasons could conceivably temporarily distiub or 
displace eagles where the project is visible fiom nesting, roosting and foraging habitat. 
However, because the areas and duiation of disturbance would be relatively confined and 
occur in an aheady disturbed corridor, and undisturbed similar habitat for displaced birds 
is common in tire smiounding area, these iiupacts are not considered substantial. 

If traffic volmnes or speeds increase in the project area as a result of the improvements, 
an indirect impact would be the potential for increased vehicle-related mortalities, since 
bald eagles often feed on road-killed aniiuals. Widening the highway and improving its 
alignment would also be expected to increase the ability of motorists to see eagles on or 
neai' the highway and to maneuver to avoid eagles and otiier wildlife. 

Another possible mduect effect is that road constiTiction at the stieam crossings has some 
potential for affectir^ water quality (e.g., increased sedimentation) and the associated 
aquatic community, mcluding fish availabihty, a prime food source for bald eagles. 
However, such impacts are unlikely, and (if any) would be temporary. The power lines 
adjacent to the highway present some potential for electiocution of bald eagles and otiier 
raptors. Since some power lines adjacent to tiie liighway may be moved to accommodate 
tiie widened liighway, the potential for electiocution should be considered an mduect 
impact related to the projects. 

■ MountaJD Plover. The MNHP has no records of mountain plovers occmiing near this 
reconstinction project. Mountain plover habitat in tiie project vicinity is very limited to a 
small amount of native shortgrass prairie near tiie projects eastern terminus. No prauie 
dog tovms, a habitat lustorically preferred by the species, were identified adjacent to the 
proposed project. Due to lack of quality breeding liabitat in tiie project area, mountain 
plovers are not expected to occur in the project vicinity. 

As no mountain plovers are know to use habitat in the vicinity of Canyon Ferry Road 
tiuough tiie project area, no impacts are anticipated regardless of final construction limits. 
The potential does exist, depending upon final constiiiction limits, to degrade a limited 
amount of smtable mountain plover breeding habitat. 

■ Black-tailed Prairie Dog. No praiiie dog towns were identified adjacent to the proposed 
project during the field reconnaissance suiveys. Additionally, recent surveys for praine 
dog tovms in the Helena Valley by the MNHP found no tovms witiun several miles of 
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Canyon Ferry Road. Due to the extreme distance from the nearest known colony, 
dispersal by prauie dogsmto tlie area is considered improbable. 

As no black-tailed praiiie dog towns exist in the vicinity of Canyon Feny Road tliiough 
the project area, no impacts to black-tailed praiiie dogs are e:jq)ected as a result of the 
proposed liighway improvements. The potential does exist, depending upon final 
construction limits, for suitable prairie dog habitat to be impacted by tlie proposed action. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS. Past land use activities in the Canyon Ferry Road corridor are not 
known to have resulted in any harm to listed tiiieatened, endangered, proposed for listing or 
candidate species. Because similar activities are likely to continue into tire foreseeable fiituie, 
adverse cumulative effects to bald eagles, mountain plover, and black -tailed prairie dog would 
not be expected. No notable cumulative effects to bald eagle use of tiie project corridor or 
suiiounding areas are expected to result fiom implementing the proposed project, if spatial and 
temporal construction restiictions are applied on fixture projects when warranted. 

Cumulative/mdiiect impacts associated with the proposed action may result fiom mcreased 
human development m the general project area wliich could remove or degrade habitat for 
mountain plover and blacktail prairie dogs. 

DETERMINATION OF EFFECTS. The Biological Assessment m MDT's Biological 
Resources Report concluded that the proposed reconstruction of Canyon Feny Road would have 
"no effect" on tire tiiieatened bald eagle or tire black-tailed prauie dog. It was also determined 
tills proposed highway project would "not likely jeopardize the continued existence of" the 

mountain plover. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. The No Bmld Alternative would resiUt in 
no new impacts to bald eagles, mountain plovers, or black-tailed prairie dogs. 

Conservation Measures (Threatened or Endangered Species) 

Since littie, if any, potential exists for effects to the mountain plover or tiie black-tailed prairie 
dog as a result of the project, no consei"vation nieasme are recommended for tiiese species. 
Given the seasonal presence of bald eagles near the project area and tiieu expanding range m 
Montana, the implementation of the following conservation measures will ensiue that adverse 
impacts to bald eagles are minimized or avoided: 

■ The project managers for the construction of the proposed highway projects will 
contact an MDT biologist to assess the overall status of bald eagles in the project 
area prior to beginning work. Spatial, and/or time of work restrictions may be 
necessary if bald eagle nests are established in the project area prior to 
construction. 

■ Overhead power lines relocated during construction will be raptor-proofed in 
accordance with "Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines" 
[Olendorffetal. 1981). 
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The location of construction-related activities, such as staging and borrow/gravel 
source activities, will be reviewed by an MDT biologist prior to construction relative 
to their possible impacts to bald eagles. 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be followed to minimize the potential for 
increasing sediment loads in any of the project area waterways. 



9. IMPACTS TO OTHER WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES RESOURCES 



Existing Conditions. According to MDT's Biological Resources Report, wildlife habitat 
between tlie beginning of tlie project and Lake Helena Drive is limited due to tlie extensive 
development has occuned in this ar'ea over time. Despite the development, seveial 1 to 4 ha (2 
to 1 acre) undeveloped parcels still exist, thus providing limited habitat foi a variety of small 
mammals, such as skunks, cottontails, Columbian ground squirrels, red fox, voles, and mice. 
Near the beginning of the project, v^hite-tailed deer are occasionally seen utilizing habitat 
associated witli Prickly Peai' Creek, and mule deer aie also occasionally seen near the begimiing 
of the project, using habitat neai' the giavel pit operated by Helena Sand & Giavel. Tliis large 
gravel pit, partially filled with ground water, also provides liabitat for numerous species of 
waterfowl and shore birds. 

The large irrigated fields immediately east of Lake Helena Drive attract pronghom antelope, 
mule and white-tailed deer, fox, and feeding waterfowl in the fall. The diyland crops and 
pastureland between Lake Helena Drive and tlie end of the project support small nmnbeis of 
antelope, deer, and small rodents, wliich are preyed upon by red fox, coyotes, and various 
raptors. The Spokane Creek drainage at the project's eastern terminus provides tlie only major 
area of wetland and riparian habitat within project limits. Wildlife species associated with these 
habitats include various songbirds, raptors, mule and wliite-tailed deer, small mammals, and 
heiptiles. 

Ampliibians likely to occur near wetland and riverine habitats within the pioject area include the 
long-toed salamander, western toad, and spotted fiog. Painted tiutles, rubber boa, racer, western 
rattlesnake, gopher snake, and gaiter snakes aie reptiles likely to inhabit the project area. 

Between 1991 and 1995, the Montana Bud Distribution Committee (MBDC 1996) compiled 
observations of 187 bird species within tlie area encompassed by this project. Much of the 
species diversity is likely due to the presence of the Missouri River and Canyon Feiiy, Hauser 
and Holter Resei'vous witliin the general area. An extensive list of possible species occmiing in 
the project area is not presented here. However, buds commonly seen in the project area include 
waterfowl and shorebirds near tlie Helena Sand and Gravel pit; woodpeckeis, flycatchers, 
warblers, raptors, finches, grouse and tluushes along Spokane Creek and western meadowlarks, 
sparrows, crows, ravens, magpies, bluebirds, and blackbuds m various other habitats represented 
along tlie project route. 

According to the Montana River Information System (MRIS), Spokane Creek has been assigned 
a final fisheries lesource value of "moderate. " Fish species present in Spokane Creek include 
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rainbow trout, brown trout, mountain wliitefish, and kokanee salmon. Fish species present in 
Spokane Creek may also occur in limited nimibeis in No Name Spring Creek. The Helena Valley 
Canal and its associated laterals are not managed as fisheries and would not be subject to 
peimitting under Ihe Montana Stream Protection Act. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION ON WILDLIFE. In general, tlie impacts on 
wildlife associated with tlie proposed Canyon Feriy Road reconstiiiction project would include : 
the temporaiy loss of and avoidance of habitats adjacent to tlie construction area; duect mortahty 
&om vehicles and constniction equipment; and permanent habitat degradation and/or 
displacement. 

The minor sliifts m alignment m tlie rural section of tlie corridor, road widening, and slope 
flattening associated with the pioposed highway improvements on wildlife would result in the 
permanent loss of minor amounts of habitat adjacent to the roadside. Additionally, wildlife 
species that rely upon these roadside areas for habitat would be temporarily displaced durir^ 
construction due to noise and human activities. 

The anticipated loss of wildlife habitat in the project area is not considered especially deleterious 
to wildlife species because most losses would likely occur immediately adjacent to the existing 
road. Additionally, the types of habitat that would be lost are common in the general vicinity of 
fliis project. Displacement of species in most cases would be a temporary adverse effect. 

Construction activities could also result in mortalities of some less mobile wildlife species if 
individuals are unable to escape construction equipment. More mobile species, such as adult 
deer, coyotes, and most adult buds, would be able to avoid duect mortality by moving into 
adjacent lands. 

The existmg lughway, m association wifli adjacent farm and rancliing practices, recreational 
activities and residential development, is a contributor to habitat flagmentation in the pioject 
area. Because the new road would contmue to be a two-lane facility and be only slightly wider 
than the existing lughway, impacts from increased fragmentation aie considered to be minor. 

Once construction is finished, the improved road could result in fewer collisions witii wildlife 
because motorists would have improved stopping sight distance and more time to react to 
wildhfe movements vvdthin the highway coiiidor. However, the improved highway may result in 
increased traffic and speed, and thus mcrease tiie potential for vehicle collisions witii big game, 
small mammals, and buds. Some level of vehicle/vvdldlife mortality is largely unavoidable witii 
road use. Such colhsions are not Hkely to affect local wildlife populations. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION ON AQUATIC RESOURCES. Impacts to 
aquatic lesources as a result of the proposed liighway improvements are expected to be minor. 
Impacts to aquatic resources m the project area would primarily result fiom direct distiirbance 
associated witii culvert replacement, bridge replacements and associated detours, and highway 
fill placement. Geneial cleaiir^ and grubbing would occur adjacent to portions of No Name 
Spring Creek and Spokane Creek. In addition, fill placement and work within stieam chamiels 
would be lequired at the highway crossir^s of No Name Sprmg Creek and Spokane Creek for 
the installation of culverts and any associated channel revisions. Road reconstruction would also 
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encroach on a section of No Name Spring Creek tliat parallels the south (right) side of the new 
hrghway. Tliis highway encroachment may cause minor and temporarily adverse effects to 
aquatic resources. 

Construction activities v^ould result in temporary increased erosion potential, reduced slope 
stability, and could temporarily mcrease turbidity m project area streams, particularly durir^ 
preciprtation events. Water quality could be mdnectly affected over the short term by the influx 
of fliel and otlier pollutants from unpaved surfaces during storm events, which could temporarily 
affect stream productrvity in the immediate project area. Increased e:^osure of soils in tlie 
project area would provrde a continuing source of sediment into the local system during 
preciprtatron events until stabilized. 

Increases in turbidity, suspended sediment, and other pollutants can reduce stream productivity, 
reduce feeding opporhmrtres for fish, and result m fish avoidance of important habitat. 
Deposited sediments reduce habitat volmne by fillii^ pools and intergravel spaces, whrch are 
critical to young fish. Culvert and bridge replacement along the project could result m 
temporary turbidity mcreases by distuibing stieam banks or beds and re-suspending existing 
sediments in the water cohmm. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. No adverse cumulative effects to wildlife or fisheries are 
antrcrpated as aresult of the proposed road reconstructron project and other present and future 
development actrvities in tire project area. However, ongoing and fixture development in tire 
project area and Helena Valley is expected to result in the minor incremental losses of habitat 
witii associated minor adverse effects to wildhfe and fish species. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. This alternative would cause no fiirther 
impacts to wildlife, fisheries, or aquatic resources in the Canyon Ferry Road project area. 
Highway maintenance activities could temporarily displace species near the constinction 
activrtres or distiub roadside areas causing mmor losses of habitat. Under tliis alternative, MDT 
may be obligated to replace tire stiuctiirally deficient bridge at No Name Spring Creek vvdth a 
large diameter culvert. This action would likely result m mmor effects to aquatic resources in 
tills stieam. 

Mitigation Measures (Wildlife and Fisheries Impacts) 

MDT will implement the following measures to ensure tiiat adverse impacts to vvdldlife and 
aquatic species are minimized or avoided. 

■ Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be followed to minimize the potential for 
increasing sediment loads in any of the project area waterways. 

■ Disturbed areas will be reseeded as quickly as possible after construction. 

■ A revegetation plan will be developed for the highway project to be followed by the 
contractor. 

■ In stream work associated with the channel change and culvert replacements at 
No Name Spring Creek or and Spokane Creek will be coordinated with the 
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MDFWP to miriitiiize effects to fisheries resources in these surface water. 

C. Impacts to the Human and Cultural 
Environment 



1. LAND USE IMPACTS 



Land Ownership and Land Use. With the exception of lands associated with the Helena 
Valley Canal adinuiisteredby theU.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation and small tracts owned by local governments, all lands witliin tlie Canyon Ferry 
Road project coiiidor are privately owned. 

Between the project's begummg and Lake Helena Drive, tliese lands have been developed witli 
residential and commercial uses interspersed witli minor agiicultiual lands, industrial 
developments, storage facilities and a variety of small commercial busmesses. The most notable 
industrial uses in this portion of the project corridor are large gravel pit operations and a ready 
mix. Other businesses m this area include a gas station/convenience store, a restaurant (near the 
Wylie Driver intersection), an automobile repau shop, storage facilities and other miscellaneous 
small businesses. East of Lake Helena Drive, lands adjacent to Canyon Feixy Road have been 
developed with scattered niral residences and subdivisions and large irrigated and non-urigated 
farms and ranches. One restaurant/lour^e exists neai' the eastern terminus of the project. 

Applicable Land Use Plans and Controls. The Lewis and Claik County Comprehensive 
Plan guides the use of lands in the general project area and tlie County Commission is 
responsible for implementing the Plan. 

A Plan for the Helena Valley Plamiing Area is provided m the Lewis and Clark County 
Comprehensive Plan. The Plan identifies three types of development areas - urban growth areas, 
transitional grovv^ areas, and rural areas. Urban Growth Areas are those areas where city 
services to support residential, commercial and mdustrial development are most likely to be 
extended over the next twenty to twenty-five years. Transitional Growtli Areas are tliose areas 
that are suitable for urban development over a longer term but are generally not contiguous to 
existing urban development. Rural Areas are areas outside Urban and Transitional Growtli 
Areas, where rural levels of public infrastructure and services will sustain fixture development. 

According to the Plan for the Helena Valley Planning Area, lands between the beginning of tlie 
project and Lake Helena Drive lie within a designated Transitional Grovrth Area and lands east 
of Lake Helena Drive are in a designated Rural Area. 

Development approval should be conditioned upon the ability of the developer to provide or pay 
for all necessary on-site and off-site improvements and infrastructure. Infrastructure extensrons 
should be srzed to accommodate demands of anticipated growth. Low-density development 
should be designed to allow ui'ban levels of development in the future . 
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Lewis and Clark County has enacted subdivision regulations but has not estabhshed zoning 
regulatrons for project area lands witliin desrgnated Transitional Growth or Rural Areas. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. The proposed reconstruction of Canyon Ferry 
Road would affect lands adjoining tlie liighway to varying extents due to the need to acquire 
additional right-of-way and expand tlie liighway corridor. Such impacts are unavoidable due to 
tlie need to widen the roadway to accommodate hirnmg lanes and shoulders, adjust the ahgnment 
of tlie road to eliminate substandard horizontal and vertical curves, and relocate conflicting 
utilities away from the highway. 

The piefeiTed reconfiguration of tlie Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane Creek Road intersection would 
require the relocation of four residences and possibly one mobile home located adjacent to tlie 
existing highway. Other than tlie changes of land use at tliese residential properties, the Preferred 
Action would not cause notable changes to existing land uses along Canyon Ferry Road. 

Impacts to agricultural land uses would include the acquisition of ciopland and pashire land for 
new liighway nght-of-way and modifications to field access locations. Generally, access to farm 
fields or pashires fiom the new roadway would be maintamed, although tiie location of access 
points may be moved to ensure adequate sight distance is provided along the new road. 

The implementation of limited access contiol witliin tiie pioject comdor could result m some 
existing accesses being lelocated, combined or even closed. However, tiie access management 
provisions implemented with tins project would ensure that reasonable access is maintained for 
all properties and land uses adjoining the highway. 

The Canyon Ferry Road project would not affect any state land; however, the project would 
affect an easement for the Helena Valley Canal held by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The pioposed reconstiuction of Canyon Ferry Road would not conflict witii the goals and 
policies contained m Lewis and Clark County's Comprehensive Plan. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. Subdivision of rural lands in Lewis and Clark County, like many 
areas of western Montana, is on the mcrease and expected to continue. Much of the project area 
has akeady experienced steady residential and conunercial growth and development or several 
years even though the existing liighway has not seen major improvements. 

The proposed Canyon Ferry Road project may mduectiy contribute to further growth and 
development in tiie Helena Valley by providing a route tiiat would make commuting to and fiom 
Helena easier. Wliile this is a possibility, there are too many otiier factors that promote grovrth 
to make accmate predictions about wheie and when such growtii may occur. The factors include 
items such as the geneial economy, land prices, tax levels and tiie existence of seii/ices and 
infrastructure. Current land use planning policies of the County encourage new development to 
locate in areas Irke the project corridor where county servrces and infiastinctiire exist to better 
acconunodate growth. 

Any potential impacts would be tempered somewhat by the fact that Canyon Ferry Road would 
be improved on or near rts existing alignment and witii relatively limrted modifications. 
Reconstructing tiie road would not substantially change the character of the much of the project 
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area or cause cmxent property owners and developers to build faster or any differently than tliey 
would liave without tlie proposed liighway improvements. The proposed action would not 
provide new access to lands project area and would enhance traffic operations and add capacity 
primarily within the commercial/residential section of the project corridor. 

The Preferred Alternative and other known or reasonably foreseeable projects may indiiectly 
contribute to mcremental conversion of farmland in tlie Helena Valley to other uses. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. This would cause no changes to existing 
land uses in the project area. 

Mitigation Measures (Land Use Impacts) 

No mitigating measmes are proposed for land use impacts associated with this proposed project. 
Measures to mitigate tlie impacts of new right-of-way acquisition are discussed in the following 
section. 



2. RIGHT-OF-WAY AND UTILITY IMPACTS 



Existing Conditions. Lewis and Clark County originally constructed Canyon Ferry Road and 
no right-of-way plans or "as-built" information appears to exist. Reseaich indicates the existing 
right-of-way for Canyon Ferry Road has never been recorded by deed over the project's lengtli. 
Therefore, tlie assumption was made the existmg road was developed witliin an 18.3 iii(60 foot) 
wide right-of-way easement over the length of the project as provided for by Montana stahite (7- 
14-2112, M.C.A.). Many certificates of survey liave recorded thrs easement, however, field 
reviews indicate that existing fence fines vaiy fiom this presumed widtli. 

The existing right-of-way on Spokane Creek Road in the vicinity of rts mtersection wrth Canyon 
Feny Road rstypicaUy a minimum of 36.6 m(120 feet) and is held in fee by tlie MDT. 

Overhead power lines, underground telephone cables, gas, buried fiber optic and other utifity 
lines exist adjacent to the roadway tliroughout most of the Canyon Ferry Road corrrdor. A high- 
voltage overhead electrical transmissron line crosses the existmg corridor between Wylie and 
Valley Drives. 

Residential and commercial properties throughout the corridor utilize wells as a source of 
domestic water and mdividual sewage disposal systems witli septic dram fields to manage 
wastewater. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. Canyon Ferry Road would be reconstiucted 
following rts existing centeiiine fiom the project's begmnmg to east of Lake Helena Drive. New 
right-of-way acquisrtion would affect lands on both sides of the existmg road m the 
coimnercral/residential section of the corridor. East of Lake Helena Drive, tiie road's location 
would be offset sfightiy fiom tlie existing ahgnment right-of-way fiom either the north or south 
srde of the existing roadway, depending on location, for most of tins segment's lengtii. 
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Preliminary design plans would require tlie acquisition of an additional right-of-way averagir^ 
about 10.7 m (35 feet) to each side of the roadway witliin tlie residential/commercial section of 
the corridor between the project's beginning and Wylie Drive. The proposed cuib and gutter 
section between Wyhe Drive and Lake Helena Drive would likely require an additional 5.0 m 
(15 feet) of new right-of-way to each side of tlie road. Right-of-way needs within the rural 
section of the project would vary due to the planned minor alignment sliifts. The additional right- 
of-way is necessary to accommodate road widenir^, adequate clear zones, and utility relocations 
tliroughout the project corridor. 

Based on prehminary right-of-way plans, the reconstructed liighway would occupy a total gross 
right-of-way area of about 67.0 lia (165.6 acres). This total includes an area of approximately 
16.9 ha (41.8 acres) ofpresumedcounty road easement for Canyon Ferry Road and its associated 
features and about 40.4 ha (99.8 acres) of additionalland beyond tlie present road corridor. 

MDT would also need to secure construction permits at various locations withm the project 
corridor. Construction permits are commonly acquired (purchased) &oni landowners if there is a 
need to use some adjoining land during coiistniction, but no permanent road feature would be 
maintained by MDT after construction. The permit rs similai' to "renting" land &om a property 
owner for a stipulated period of tune. Landowners may request construction permits from MDT 
for portions of backslope reconstructron, road approach reconstructions that extend more than 15 
m (about 50 feet) beyond tlie right-of-way or for reahgnment or recoiistniction of drainage 
facilities. 

Note tlie right-of-way aieas presented above are subject to change since MDT has only 
completed a set of preliminary Right-of- Way plans for the proposed project. During the design 
process, MDT would identify specific right-of-way needs from lands along tlie proposed 
alignment of Canyon Ferry Road. Well ahead of coiistniction, MDT would contact each affected 
landowner regarding tlie acquisition of new land needed for tlie highway and remedies for rrght- 
of-way effects to tlie remainder of their property. The permanent new right-of-way for Canyon 
Ferry Road would be acquired and owned by MDT. 

The Preferred Actron would require tlie relocation of foui' or five resrdences to accommodate 
reconstniction of the Canyon Ferry Road and Spokane Creek Road mtersectron. The owners of 
tliese residences have already been advised of tins possibility by MDT's desrgn consultant. 

The acquisition of land or improvements for highway constructron is governed by state and 
federal laws and regulations designed to protect both the landowners and taxpaying public. 
Landowners affected are entitled to recerve fair market value for any land or buildings acqimed 
and any damages as defined by law to remaining land due to tiie effects of liighway 
construction. Tliis actron will be in accordance wrth the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Pol ices Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646 as amended), (42 U.S.C. 4601, et. 
seq.) and the UniformRelocation Act Amendments of 1987 (F.L. 100-17). 

Prescrrptive, temporary, or permanent easements for existing highway right-of-way deemed 
unnecessary by MDT as aresult of tiie proposed project would revert to underlying landowners. 
Any excess rights-of-way held m fee by MDT that were acquired with federal liighway funds, 
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would be offered to a federal agency or made available for sale at fan market value. 

Overhead power lines and burred utilities would be m conflict with the proposed highway 
reconstruction at various locations. MDT's design consultant conducted a Subsurface Utihty 
Engineering (SUE) Phase I investigation to determine accmate locations for buried natural gas 
lines, television and coimnunication hues, and public water lines. The SUE investigation 
identified numerous instances within the project area where the proposed liighway reconsfiiiction 
would conflict with existing underground utihties. The owners of conflicting utilities would be 
required to relocate tiien facihties prior to the proposed road construction. A Phase II subsurface 
locate would be performed as necessary dming the development of the design for the proposed 
project. 

Comments heard fiom property owners duiing pubhc involvement activities indicate that the 
proposed liighway reconstruction could result in impacts to existing septic tanks and diainfield 
systems. Since records documenting the locations of tiiese facilities on properties fiontmg the 
liighway are limited, additional work and landowner coordination must be done to identify the 
locations of such featiires and to assess potential options for mitigating impacts. 

Additionally, relocation of a short section of the Helena Valley Canal is necessary along the 
south side of the highway near RP 2.3 just east of Wyhe Drive to accommodate the proposed 
roadway features and to ensure the canal does not present a hazard to highway users. A new 
easement for the relocated section of the canal must be acquired fiom the adjoining landowner at 
tills location. The Bureau of Reclamation has indicated that reconstruction of the Helena 
Valley Canal should occur between October 1 and April 1 to ensure the uninterrupted delivery of 
water to canal users. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has also stated that clear' span bridges must replace existing 
bridges over the Helena Valley Canal. Bridge construction activities tliat would not disrupt or 
otherwise affect tiie flow of irrigation water could be accomphshed outside October 1 to April 1 
timeflame specified by the agency. Letters documenting the coordination to date witii the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Helena Valley Irrigation Distiict regai'ding the proposed 
relocation of the canal can be found in APPENDIX B. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. Except for the limited loss of land and residences adjacent to the 
liighway, no other cumulative impacts are foreseen fiom the proposed action. The utility 
relocations that would be required could potentially motivate utility providers to update or 
otherwise improve their facilities witlun tiie corridor. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. The No Action Alternative would not 
require any additional right-of-way or affect existmg utilities in the Canyon Feny Road project 
area. 

Mitigation Measures (Riqht-of-Way and Utility Impacts) 

The foUovvdng measures will be implemented to minimize the right-of-way and utihties impacts 
associated witii the proposed liighway improvements 

■ MDT's Right-of-W ay design for the project will attempt to minimize the area 
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required for the new highway and potential effects on adjoining landowners. 
Temporary construction permits will be used when feasible to minimize the need 
for new right-of-way. 

MDT will incorporate clear span bridges for new bridge crossings of the Helena 
Valley Canal and accomplish construction work for the relocation of the Helena 
Valley Canal between October 1 and April 1 to ensure uninterrupted deliver of 
water to users. 

MDT and its design consultant for this project will continue to coordinate right- 
of-way needs with Lewis and Clark County, affected property owners, and other 
interests. 

MDT will coordinate with the appropriate utility companies to determine the 
timing and details of relocating conflicting utilities. 

MDT's design consultant will coordinate further with landowners along Canyon 
Ferry Road to identify potential conflicts with individual septic and drainfield 
systems and to determine suitable remedies for unavoidable impacts to such 
systems. 



3. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION IMPACTS 



Existing Conditions. As described in detail in Pait II, the existing Canyon Ferry Road and 
bridges (including tlieir approaches) have physrcal deficiencies that contribute to reduced safety 
and convenience for users of tliis route. Tliis highway presently serves as tlie primary roadway 
for visitors to Canyon Feny Reservoir and its surrounding recreational lands. The highway also 
flinctions as a principal route for fami-to-market needs and travel by area residents, business 
peisons, and visitors in tins pari of tlie Helena Valley. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. The reconstruction of Canyon Ferry Road 
would provide traffic safety benefits and a more efficient facility for local residents, commercial 
and agriculture operations and visitors. Road design and construction would address identified 
safety issues by: increasing the widtli of the roadway, reconfiguring a dangerous major 
intersection; adding traffic signalization and lighting; flattening and stiaightenmg its vertical and 
horizontal alignment; adjusting grades and horizontal cuives to improve sight distance; 
pioviding a new driving surface; managing access; and incoiporating otiier safety measures. 
These measures would help to reduce tire fiequency and severity of accidents on this important 
local facility. The liighway would be reconstincted to MDT standards that reflect designs 
appropriate for both the type and level of tiaffic using tins tiaffic facility. 

No long-term changes to overall tiavel patterns would be hkely due to the reconstruction of the 
liighway. Tliis is due to the fact that Canyon Ferry Road is one of few major east-west tiavel 
routes through the Helena Valley, tiiereby limiting choices for motorists. Traffic volumes on the 
road would not be expected to increase substantially in the short-term as a result of 
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reconstiTiction. However, traffic is expected to continue increasing in the future with or without 
tlie proposed project based on recent population growth tieiids for tire Helena area. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. Though the proposed highway reconstruction project would not 
duectiy contribute to new or undeshable growth in the Canyon Feny Road project area, it may 
indirectly lead to such impacts because providing a route tiiat would make commuting to and 
fiom Helena easier may attiact additional residential and commercial development. However, 
tiiere are too many other factors that promote growtii to make accurate predictions about how 
mucli, where, and when such growth may occur. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. The No Action Alternative would not 
change current operational conditions on Canyon Feny Road. The anticipated tiafflc increases 
on the route would decrease tiie operational efficiency of the facility and could create a greater 
likelihood for tiaffic confiicts between various liighway users. The accident rate and severity 
withm the commercial/residential section of tliis route are already well above the statevvdde 
averages. Unless corresponding facihty improvements are made to accommodate expected 
giovv^ in tiaffic, tittle progress towards reducir^ the fiequency or severity of accidents can be 
accomphshed. 

Mitigation Measures (Transportation/Circulation Impacts) 

The foUowuig measuies will be incorporated into tire proposed project to minimize impacts to 
traffic and circulation: 

■ MDT will maintain traffic through the project area during construction by 
allowing continued use of the road or providing crossovers and by installing 
detours and temporary structures at the sites of the proposed bridge or major 
culvert replacements. 

■ MDT will maintain access to properties adjacent to Canyon F erry Road and 
intersecting roads and approaches throughout the construction period. 

■ MDT will attempt to minimize delays to traffic during construction. 



4. SOCIAL IMPACTS/ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 



Existing Conditions. The project area is located in an unincorporated portion of Lewis and 
Clark County. Lewis and Clark County's population was estimated to be 55,716 accordmg to the 

2000 Census (March 21, 2001 data release; http://ceic.commerce.state.int.us/C2000/PL2000/mdes.htm) . 

The County's population surged fiom 47,495 people in 1990 — anmcrease of about 15 percent. 
Historical population data for the county shows a steady mcrease in residents smce 1930. 

Projections of population obtained fiom the Montana Department of Commerce (MDOC) 
Census and Economic Information Center suggest the County's total population will continue to 
grow over the foreseeable future. Accordmg to the 2002 Regional Economic Projections Series, 
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issued in August 2002 by NPA Data Semces, Inc., the population of Lewis and Clark County is 
projected to increase to about 63,900 residents by the year 2010, 68,370 by 2015 and reach 

77,750 by theyeai'2025. i littp://ceic.commeice.state.mt.us/Demoa/pioiect/NPAallcoiiiities90-25.pdf) . 

Detailed population and socio-economic data for residents of Lewrs and Clark County is 
periodically collected and distrrbuted by the U. S. Bureau of the Census and the Montana 
Census and Economic Information Center of tlie MDOC. Based on data from tliese sources, the 
following characteristics are evrdent for resrdents of Lewis and Clark County: 

Minorrtres were estimated to comprise about 4.8 percent of the County's 

population as of the date of the 2000 Census. 

About 1 1 .7 percent of the County's residents were over the age of 65 as of tlie 

date oftlie 2000 Census. 

The 1998 median household income was estimated to be $38,091. 

The estimated per capita personal mcome for County residents was $25,153 iii 

2000. 

Anestrmated 12.3 percent of all County residents hved below the poverty line m 

1998. 

The average household size was 2.38 persons at the trme of the 2000 Census. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. Thrs Preferred Action would not have any 
significant impact on the location, distribution, densrty or growth rate of the area's population. 
Altliough several residential relocations would be necessary, the proposed action would not 
adversely affect any social or etlinic groups and it would not isolate or drvide exrsting residential 
areas. This project would not create disproportionately liigh and adverse human health or 
environmental effects on minorrty and low-mcome populations (Executive Order No. 12898). 
The proposed project complies with the provisrons of r;;'/g VI of Hie Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 
2000d, as amended) under the FHWA's regulations (23CFR200). 

This alternative would provrde traffic safety benefits and more efficient facility for road users 
fiirough the constmction of a wrder roadway, provision of auxiliary lanes for turning, traffic 
srgnalization and hghtmg, and the enhancement of sight distance withm the corridor. These 
improvements are expected to result in decreases in the number of accrdents wrthin fire project 
area. In addrtron, the wider paved shoulders associated with the Preferred Action would improve 
safety for pedestrians and bicyclists using the roadway. 

The proposed action would mduectiy benefit local school distiicts by improving the route used 
to transport students to area schools and mail delivery servrce along Canyon Feny Road. 
Similarly, the improvement of tliis route may benefit the providers of emergency servrces by 
slightly reducing response times fiom Helena to outiying areas of the east Helena Valley. 
CUMULATIVE IIVIPACTS. The planned liighway improvements would not result in any 
cumulative effects on the overall population of the project area or to any partrcular social or 
ethnic groups. As indicated previously, Lewis and Clark County's populatron lias steadily 
increased for many decades. Improving highway facihties m the area would not, by itself, 
significantiy mcrease population nor encomage development. 
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IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. This alternative would not reqime the 
acquisition of land and would not displace households, businesses, or other areas used for hmnan 
activities. Taking no action would not influence population growtli or distribution in or near tlie 
project area. The No Action Alternative would not adversely affect any social or etlinic groups 
and it would not isolate or divide existing residential areas. This alternative would not create 
dispiopoitionately liigh and adverse human health or envuomnental effects on minority and low- 
income populations 

Mitiqatinq Measures (Social Impacts/Environmental Justice) 

■ MDT will purchase properties needed for right-of-way acquisition and provide 

relocation assistance to a^ected property owners. 



5. ECONOMIC IMPACTS 



Existing Conditions. The economy of Levids and Claik County is diveisified with state and 
local government, professional services and retail business, hospital and healtli services, real 
estate and finance, constRiction, and manufacturing being the principal industries. In 1 999, 
services comprised the largest industry m the County followed by state and local government 
and retail trade (Bureau of Economic Analysis, BEA Regional Facts BEARFACTS, 1989- 
1999). 

Employment in non-farm industries (services, state and local government, retail trade, etc.) 
comprise tlie largest mdustrial sector m the Comity's economy. Of the estimated 38,121 full and 
part-time jobs in the County in 1999, non-farm industries accounted for about 98% of tlie total 
employment (Regional Ecomonic Information System (REIS) for Lewis and Clark County, U.S. 
Bureau of Economic Analysis, 1999). The largest employers (witli 700+ employees each) in the 
County during 2000 were the State of Montana, the federal government, the Helena School 
District, and St. Peteis Hospital (MDOC internet data -http://coimiierce.state.mt.us/ceic/ 
business/majoiempOO.htm). 

Farms and ranches in the county primarily pioduce grain (winter wheat, spring wheat, oats and 
bailey), hay, and livestock (cattle, sheep, and hogs). According to tlie 1997 Census of 
Agriculture, tlienmiibei of farms in tlie Comity decreased about 20 over the 1987 through 1997 
period, while the average size of farms m the comity increased by over 200 acres. The BEA's 
BEARFACTS publication mdicates tliat tlie tiansportation and public utilities was one of the 
slowest growing industrial sectors in Lewis and Clark Comity over the 1989-1999 period, while 
tlie fastest giowing industrial sector in the Comity was constmction. 

The City of Helena is the seat of government and tlie economic center of Lewis and Clark 
County. The commmnty including the smiomiding valley provides tlie piincipal place of 
residence for about 84 percent of the Comity's population and is tlie principal place where many 
goods and sei'vices are pmchased. The incorporated Town of East Helena, located about 3.2 km 
(2 miles) south of the project corridor, also serves as a comiiimiity and economic center in the 
east Helena Valley. 
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IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. The most appaient economic impact of this 
alternative is tlie need to acquire new right of way fiom adjacent landowners. About 26.6 ha 
(65.78 acres) of additional right-of-way would need to be acqmied to construct the Prefened 
Alternative. Right-of-way acquisition would permanently remove ammoi amount of residential, 
commercial, and agncultiual land &om production and taxes paid on tlie land to Lewis and Clark 
County would be lost. Tliis loss m property tax revenue would be expected to have a negligible 
effect on revenues for the County. 

Improved safety for road users would decrease the potential for serious motor vehicle accidents. 
The associated economic costs associated with treating victims of fatal and injury accidents 
would be decreased accordingly. 

Access management would maintam reasonable access to all residents and busmesses witliin the 
corridor. The implementation of access management within tlie coiiidor is not expected to result 
in substantial changes in property values. Literature on the subject has shovm tliat property 
values often remain stable or may mcrease along roadways tliat carry significant hafQc volumes 
so long as the traffic can flow smoothly witli a minimum of congestion and confhcting 
movement. Access management m the Canyon Feriy Road project area would help addiess 
significant traffic safety concerns and enhance the operation of tlie roadway resulting in benefits 
to adjoining propeities. 

The Preferred Action would not cause any long-term changes in the economy of the project area 
01 of Lewis and Clark County. There would be no commercial relocations oi no land 
acquisitions tiiat would affect the viabihty of existing agiicultural operations or commercial 
businesses witliin tiie Canyon Ferry Road corridor. 

Temporaiyjobs would be created during the construction oftiie proposed project. Also, the 
demand for local goods and services (food, lodging, recreation, etc.) in Helena and East Helena 
could be increased due to the presence of workers temporarily living in the aiea. These beneficial 
economic impacts would be sustained over period(s) when tiie highway leconstiiiction is 
implemented. Local spendmg by workers dmuig road conshuction activities may cause a slight 
inciease in the local tax revenues. This impact would likely be small and short-term. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The cumulative economic impacts of the pioposed road 
reconstiuction and bridge replacement project would be negligible. Reconshucting tiie load 
would not cause nioie people or businesses to move to the project area. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. This alternative would not require any 
new right-of-way and would not displace any lesidents oi businesses. However, the No Action 
Alternative offers no relief to identified traffic safety concerns in tiie area. Fmther deterioration 
of highway safety conditions (likely witii additional tiavel on the loute) may contribute to 
incieases in tiie mcidence of traffic accidents and result in greater economic losses to users of the 
facihty fiom accidents. 



Mitigating Measures (Economic Impacts) 
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The following measuies will be implemented to minimize any economic impacts of the proposed 
project: 

■ MDT will maintain traffic through the project area during construction. 

■ Access to lands adjacent to the project will be perpetuated during construction. 



6. NOISE IMPACTS 



Ambient Noise Levels. In July 2002, Brg Sky Acoustics, LLC completed a traffic noise 
assessment based on field measurements of ambient noise levels and current and projected 
design year traffic for the project coiiidor. The noise assessment was completed following 
guidelines fiom MDT's Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement: Policy and Procedure Manned, 
June 2001 and VW^ A.' s Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction 
Noise. 

As pait of this work, ambient (existing) noise levels were monitored at four representative 
properties adjacent to the existing road (RP 3.1, RP 3.8, RP 5.3, andRP 8.0) for a period of one- 
horn' on different dates duiing August, September and October 200 1 . The measured distances 
fiom the existing road's centerline at these locations varied fi:om 26 m (85 feet) to about 45 m 
(147 feet). 

Field measurements showed that ambient morning or evening peak horn' Leq(h) noise levels in 
the project corridor range fiom 56 dBA at a distance of about 45 m(147 feet) to 60 dBAat a 
distance of 26 m (85 feet) fiom the road's centerline. Leq(h) refers to equivalent, steady state 
sound level which, m a stated period of time (one-hour), contains the same acoustic energy as the 
time-varying sound level during the same period. The term dBA represents decibels measuied 
witii a fiequency weighting coixesponding to tire A-scale on standard sound level meters. The 
"A-weighted" scale filters or removes sounds frequencies undetectable by the human eai\ 

The noise consultant employed a noise model to predict ti'affic noise levels at noise-sensitive 
receptors (residences, groups of residences, and churches) located witliin 1 50 m (490 feet) from 
tiie existing road's centerline. Based on the results of tire actiial noise level measurements, the 
FHWA's Traffic Noise Model (TNM) Version 1 .0 computer program was used to predict the 
ambient traffic noise levels at 62 noise receptors witliin tire project area. To verify the accuracy 
of tiie TNM, tire computer model was also used to predict ambient noise levels at the four 
representative locations where actiial noise levels were measmed. The measured and predicted 
noise levels at the four locations differed by only 1 dBA. Therefore, the TNM model developed 
for this project was judged to be reasonably accurate and acceptable for tiaffic noise level 
predictions at all noise sensitive receptors in tire corridor. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. According to Federal Regulation 23 CFR 772 . 
noise impacts occur when 1 ) present or design yeai' noise levels approach or exceed tiie Noise 
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Abatement Criteria (NAC) for a specific Activity Categoiy and 2) when design year noise levels 
substantially inciease over existing levels. 

TABLE 7 presents the NAC (NAC) for vaiious land uses and activity categoiies. The NAC 
helps determines when tiafQc noise impacts may occui', resulting in a negative impact at noise- 
sensitive locations along a roadway. The Activity Category for all noise sensitive receivers in the 
project area is Activity Category B that includes picnic areas, recreation aieas, playgrounds, 
active sports areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, churches, libraiies and hospitals. The 
coiTespondir^ NAC for Activity Category B is 67 dBA. 





1 TABLE 7: Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) 


Activity Category 


Le„(h) 


Description of Activity Category 


A 


57 dBA 
(exterior) 


Lands on which serenity and quiet ai'e of extiaordinaiy significance 
and serve an important public need aud where the presei-vatiou of 
those qualities is essential if the aiea is to continue to serve its 
intended puipose. 


B 


67 dBA 
(exterior) 


Residences, motels, motels, schools, churches, libraiies, picnic 
ai'eas, recreation aieas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, and 
hospitals. 


C 


72 dBA 
(exterior) 


Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories 
A or B above. 


D 


--dBA 
(exterior) 


Undeveloped lands. 


E 


52 dBA 
(interior) 


Residences, motels, motels, public meeting rooms, schools, 
churches, libraiies, hospitals, and anditoriums. 



MDT identifies noise impacts as occuiring when the Leq(h) noise level m the pioject Design 
Year at a receptor location is within 1 dBA of the Noise Abatement Criteria (TsIAC), or when 
noise levels in the Design Year are 13 dBA gieater than noise levels in the Present Year. If either 
criterion is met, tiien a traffic noise impact will occur, and traffic noise abatement measmes need 
to be considered. For residential properties, tlie NAC is 61 dBA, and tlierefore noise impacts 
would occur if 66 dBA were reached in the Design Year (2024), or if the predicted tiaffic noise 
levels m 2024 are 13 dBA greater than the estimated Present Year (2000) noise levels for the 
existing highway. 

For the Preferred Action, tiie predicted noise levels in the Design Year (2024) at 9 receptors 
(representing 1 2 residences) exceed tire NAC (66 dBA). Depending upon tire location, the 
piedicted noise levels in 2024 would be less than tire noise levels in the Present Yeai' or exceed 
the noise levels m the Present Year by up to 7 dBA. Therefore, tiaffic noise impacts aie 
piedicted for tiie Preferred Action. 

However, it is important to note tiiat the noise levels at 6 of the 9 noise-impacted receptors also 
exceed the NAC for tire No Action Alternative. The Preferred Alignment Alternative would 
impact the other tiiiee receptors only. The impacted receptors are located west of Lake Helena 
Drive, within 31 m (about 100 feet) of the proposed centerline. For tiie Piefeixed Action, tliiee or 
four residences (represented by two receptors) may be relocated due to nght-of-way acquisition. 
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Receptor locations and predicted noise levels for the Preferred Action at all 62 locations studies 
can be found in tlie Canyon Feny Road Noise Study on file with MDT or MDT's design 
consultant. 

The operation of heavy equipment during construction of the road and bridges vv'ould also 
temporarily generate noise in tiie project area. These noise effects would be locahzed to work 
areas and would occur at various times during tiie constiuction period. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The proposed road reconstruction project and other reasonably 
foreseeable actions in tire project area would not result in any cumulative noise impacts. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. For tire No Action Alternative, the 
predicted ti'affic noise levels meet or exceed tiie NAC (66 dBA) m the Design Year (2024) at 6 
receptors locations along the corridor (representing eight residences), and tiie predicted noise 
levels m the Design Yeai' exceed tiie noise levels m the Present Year by 1 to 2 dBA. The 
receptors tiiat exceed the NAC for tins alternative are located west of Lake Helena Drive, and 
witiim 31m (about 100 feet) of the centerline of the cuirent roadway. 

Receptor locations and predicted noise levels for the No Action Alternative at all 62 locations 
studies can be found in tiie Canyon Ferry Road Noise Study. 

Mitiaatinq Measures (Noise Impacts) 

When tiaffic noise impacts are predicted, possible abatement measures for tiie mitigation of 
liighway tiaffic noise must be considered. Possible abatement measures mclude modifying tiie 
road design associated with the Preferred Action, constructir^ noise barriers or berms, and 
implementing traffic management measures, such as reducing the speed limit on the road or 
restiicting tiie access of certain veliicle types. 

Accordmg to MDT's Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement: Policy and Guidance, the 
abatement measuies must be reasonable and feasible, and criteria are presented to help determine 
if a measuie should be considered for noise mitigation. Barriers or berms must provide a 
minimum reduction in noise levels of 6 dBA to be considered feasible. 

Possible noise abatement measuies for the Canyon Feixy Road project corridor are described 
below. 

■ Design Modifications. Reducing the widtii of the proposed roadway would not 
substantially change tiie predicted tiaffic noise levels. Reductions in the widtli of tiie 
facihty could not be accomplished without adversely affecting fiituie tiaffic operations 
and the level of service mthe commercial/residential section of the corridor. 

■ If the alignment of the new road were sliifted to provide as much distance as possible 
between the proposed roadway and impacted residences, it may be possible to reduce the 
number of locations where noise impacts are predicted. However, since receptors are 
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located on botli sides of tlie roadway in the area west of Lake Helena Dnve, shifting the 
aligiunent may reduce the number of impacts on one side of tlie highway but create new 
noise impacts to other receptors on the opposite side of the road. Also, an alignment sliift 
would likely increase project costs substantially due to additional light-of-way 
acquisition and possibly the relocation of additional residences. 

■ Barriers and Berms. A barrier is most effective when it is continuous and blocks tlie 
direct line-of-sight between tlie roadway and the noise receptor. Driveways and access 
roads from many of the noise-impacted properties to Canyon Feny Road would limit the 
location and ability to provide a contmuous baiiier or berni and it is unlikely that a 6- 
dBA reduction in noise levels could be achieved. A bemi provided between the road and 
impacted receptors would also require additional right-of-way width and its constniction 
would likely cause negative impacts to adjacent land uses and sensitive natural features 
in the corridor like wetlands. 

■ Traffic Management. Restricting certain vehicle types, like heavy trucks, from using 
the road or limiting tlie time of day tliat certam veliicles may use the road, are not feasible 
mitigation measmes for Canyon Ferry Road. Canyon Ferry Road is on the state's 
Secondary Highway System and is classified as a Ruial Major Collector. Restrictions 
would limit access by hoicks to tlie commercial businesses and agricultuial properties 
along tlie roadway. 

Reducing tlie speed limit by 8 to 16km/h(5 to lOmph) on the road could reduce traffic 
noise levels by about 1 dBA, but haffic noise impacts would still exist at receptors along 
the roadway. 

Based on the above discussions, none of these noise abatement measmes are considered to be 
reasonable or feasible actions to unplement with tiie proposed Canyon Feny Road project. 



7. HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 



Existing Conditions. Hazardous materials are products or wastes regulated by the EPA or tiie 
MDEQ. These include substances regulated under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA or Superfimd), the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA), and regulations for solid waste management, above-ground storage tanks 
(ASTs) and underground storage tanks (USTs). 

A review of EPA's November 29, 2001 listing of RCRA facilities showed tiiat two generators of 
hazardous waste materials (Chovanick, Inc. and Montana Operating Engineers & AGC Trainir^ 
Trust) are located in the general project area. A routine inspection was conducted on Chovanick, 
Inc. with no significant findings recorded. The Montana Operating Engineers property was 
listed with the EPA due to drums of material required to be removed fiom tiie property. They 
have since been removed from tiie area . 

The EPA's hsting of Superfimd sites showed one location, the East Helena Site, in the area. 
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However, this site is located over 3.2 km (2 miles) fiom tlie Canyon Ferry Road project and 
would not be affected by tlie proposed road lecoiistniction. 

MDT's engineering and design consultant foi tlie pioposed pioject completed an Initial Site 
Assessment and subsequent follow-up woik foi this project. The consultant reviewed tlie project 
area for potential sourcesof hazardous waste and examined MDEQ's statewide database of all 
known UST's registered witli the agency to identify tank locations m the project area. 
Information contained in MDEQ's database lists tank owneiship, contents, age, size, constiuction 
and release detection method installed. It also includes data on all UST systems whetlier active, 
closed in-place oi removed. TABLE 8 identifies registered UST facilities within the project 
com dor. 



TABLE 8: Underground Storage Tank (UST) Facilities 

in the Project Area 


Facility ID 


Facility Name 


Street Address 


ActiveTanks 


Non-activeTanks 


25-03122 


Canyon Feiiy Mini Basket 


3012 Canyon Ferry Road 


3 




25-05713 


Garber, Robert A & Colleen S 


3963 Canyon Ferry Rd/Fami 
Bldgs 




1 


25-05411 


O'Brien, John 


5410 Canyon Ferry Road 




1 


25-13230 


Ogle, Dennis 


3247 Spokane Creek Road 




1 


25-06334 


Petersen, Gary L 


3575 Canyon Ferry Road 




1 


25-00237 


Ransier, Willis E 


5719 Canyon Feny Road 




1 


25-04338 


Summers, William C 


3180 Canyon Ferry Road 




3 


25-05201 


Wright, William H 


5712 Canyon Ferry Road 




1 


25-05993 


Big Sky Ready Mix 


2930 Canyon Ferry Road 


2 


2 


25-02952 


Bumliam, Don 


2515 Canyon Ferry Road 




4 


25-07673 


Gonnely, Donald H 


5865 Canyon Ferry Road 




1 



Source: Montana Depaitment of Enviionmental Quality, Remediation Di vis ion -Technical Sei"vices Bureau 
Environmental Sei-vices Section, Underground Storage Tank - Leak Prevention Program, "Montana 
Underground Storage Tank Facilities Database," dated September 28, 2001. 

The Peti'olemn Release Section of the MDEQ administeis the federal Leakmg Underground 
Storage Tank (LUST) Trust Fund Program tiiat conducts investigation and remediation activities 
at release sites tiiat tiireaten himian health and the environment. The Petioleum Release Section 
maintains a statewide database of all storage tank releases that have been reported since 1986. 
The database listed one site as liaving a leaking underground storage tank (LUST) within the 
pioject area — Big Sky Ready Mix. The contamination, however, was not signiflcant enough for 
a full investigation. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. The potential foi tiie piesence of hazardous 
wastes lias been reviewed for this proposed project and the conclusion was made tiiat 
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reconstruction of Canyon Ferry Road should not affect any areas of known contamination. 
However, tlie Ransier and Wright properties inchided in TABLE 8 have been identified for 
relocation and liave non-active underground storage tanks. These tanks would be removed prior 
to consfiucfion activities according to MDEQ procedures. 

The East Helena Lead Education and Abatement Program was contacted to ensure constiiiction 
activities would not distuib soils witli dar^erous lead levels. These contacts indicate tliat load 
construction activities would not encounter dangerously elevated lead levels in the soil along 
Canyon Ferry Road. 

Treated timbeis removed fiom the existing bridges or other affected structures associated vvdth 
the roadway are a potential source of hazardous waste on this proposed project. If not salvaged, 
the conti'actor would be required to dispose of tliese wastes in a licensed Class II landfill to 
prevent hazardous waste contamination of the project area. Special provisions for salvaging and 
disposii^ of any treated timbers would be included m the contiact plans for tlie project. 

Disposal of non-salvageable and leftover materials would be in accordance with all applicable 
laws, rules, and regulations, including the Montana Solid Waste Management Act. 

The only other known sources of hazardous waste for tlie proposed project are those associated 
witiithe equipment used for constructionof the new roadway and its lelatedfeatiires. These are 
file fiiels, lubricants, hydraulic fluids, and related items needed for the contiactor's veliicles and 
equipment. A slight risk of the release of fiiese hazardous fluids exists smce veliicles and heavy 
equipment would be opeiafing within the project area finoughout the consfiaicfion period. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The cumulative impacts of the generation and handling of 
hazardous materials for fiie proposed Canyon Feny Road project together with ofiier 
developments in fiie project area would be negligible. Tins conclusion was made due to fiie 
general absence of hazardous materials in the project area and adjoinmg lands. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. This alternative would have no unpacts 
on hazardous waste sites, generators, or substances. A low potential for the release of hazardous 
fiuids exists since MDT would operate trucks and other heavy equipment during fiie performance 
of reqimed road maintenance acfivifies. 

Mitigating Measures (Hazardous Waste Impacts) 

The followmg measuies will be implemented to minimize liazardous waste impacts of the 
proposed project: 

■ The contractors for the project will be required to store fiiel and other hazardous 
materials away front surface waters and wetlands to reduce the potential adverse 
ejects of an accidental spill. 

■ The contractors for the project will be required to plan for and implement 
containment procedures in response to any accidental spills of fuels or other 
hazardous materials. 
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The road construction contractor will be advised of the safety and hygiene 
guidelines suggested by the East Helena Lead Education and Abatement 
Program. 



8. IMPACTS TO CULTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND 
HISTORICAL RESOURCES 



Existing Conditions. Cultiual resources are protected by the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.). Tlirs law and its implementing regulations 
require tlie identification and evaluation of significant liistorical resources that may be affected 
by a proposed project. It fuither reqmies that resoui'ces so identified be avoided, if possible, or 
when avoidance is not possible, that any adverse effects of tire project on the resources be 
mitigated. Cooidination is a[so leqyaiedwilhihe Montana State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) andihs Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACKP). 

Renewable Technologies Inc., a cultiiral resources consultant, prepared a cultural resource 
survey for the proposed Canyon Feny Road project in October 200 1 and a supplemental report 
in November 2002. Renewable Technologies Inc. recorded twelve sites and compiled 
information on one previously recorded site within the Canyon Ferry Road conidor. Included 
among tire tiiuteen sites are one house, tiiree farmsteads and nine uiigation ditches or systems. 
TABLE 9 lists previously recorded sites and newly recorded cultural sites within Canyon Ferry 
Road and presents tiieir National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility status. 

As TABLE 9 shows, none of the historic residences or farmsteads potentrally affected by the 
proposed project are elrgible for the NRHP. MDT's 1 993 Amended Programmatic Agreement 
regarding the tieatment of liistoric irrigatron drtches affected by highway constructron projects in 
Montana eliminates the need to evaluate tire NRHP eligibility status for these historic features. 

Main canals and laterals associated vvdth the Bureau of Reclamation's Helena Valley 
InigationUnit (24LC1062) wouldbeimpactedby tire proposed lirghway project. MDT's 1993 
Amended Programmatrc Agreement regarding the tieatinent of hrstoric uiigation drtches does 
not cover tire BUREAU'S irrigation featiues. Therefore, a determination of NHRP eligrbility rs 
typically required for tire Helena Valley Irrigatron Umt {24LC1062). However, coordination 
witii the Bureau of Reclamation indicates the proposed liighway project would not impact 
24LC1062 in a manner that would make it meligrble for tire NRHP. In a letter Dated December 
18, 2002, tire Bureau also agreed witii the conclusion presented m the November 2002 
supplemental cultural resources report that tire Helena Valley Irrigation Unit is not NRHP 
eligrble because of its recent construction. Letters of coordination from the Bureau and tire 
SHPO regarding tiiis matter are provrded in APPENDIX B. 

SHPO was contacted for concurrence with NRHP eligibility determinations for cultural sites 
recorded in the Canyon Ferry Road project area. SHPO concurred wrth the NRHP eligrbility 
determinations inletters dated February 14, 2002 and January 3, 2003. The January 3, 2003 
letter from the SHPO agreed the desrgn of the project would not affect the Helena Valley 
Irrigatron Unit but chose to leave the NHRP eligibility statiis of the site unresolved. These letters 
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can be found in APPENDIX B. 



TABLE 9 [Archaeological and Historic Sites 
1 Canyon Ferry Road Corridor 


Site 
Number 


Site Name/Description 


Reference 
Post (RP) 


Location 


NHRP Eiigibiiity 
Status 


24LC1688 


Vernon Miller house 


RP 2.6 


3157 Cauyon Ferry Road 


Not Eligible 


24LC1689 


Peopping Farmstead 


RP4.4 


3963 Cauyou Ferry Road 


Not Eligible 


24LC1690 


Bastin Farmstead 


RP 6.7 


4790 Cauyon Ferry Road 


Not Eligible 


24LC1062 


Helena Valley Inigation Unit 


Various 


Various 


Unresolved 


24LC1691 


uunamed ditch 


RP IJ 


Sec. 14/23 liue, TION, 
R3W 


Not Evaluated 


24LC1692 


Company Slough Ditch 


RP 1.6 


Sec. 14/23 line, TION, 
R3W 


Not Evaluated 


24LC1693 


Prickly Pear Ditch 


RP 2.0 


Sec. 14/23 line, TION, 
R3W 


Not Evaluated 


24LC1694 


uunamed ditch (#2) 


RP 2.6 


Sec. 13/24 line, TION, 
R3W 


Not Evaluated 


24LC1695 


Merritt- Gross Ditch 


RP 3.0 


Sec. 13/24 line, TION, 
R3W 


Not Evaluated 


24LC1696 


Stockburger Ditch 


RP 3.6 


Sec. 17/20 and Sec. 18/19 
liues, T10N,R2W 


Not Evaluated 


24LC1697 


Peopping Ditch 


RP4.9 


Sec. 17/20 line, TION, 
R2W 


Not Evaluated 


24LC1698 


Smith Ditch 


RP 8.8 


Sec. 13,T10N,R2W 


Not Evaluated 


24LC1796 


Charles Maun Fannstead 


RP 8.7 


Sec. 13,T10N,R2W 


Not Eligible 



Federally funded actions affecting historic sites that are on, or considered as eligible for the 
NRHP alsomust comply with Sec ton 4(fi of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 
as amended (49 U.S.C. 303). Although there is no need to determine the NRHP eligibility status 
of the eight historic inigation ditches within tlie project, these historic features aie subject to 
consideration under Section 4(f). Thrs compliance is discussed latei in tliis Part. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. The Preferred Action would not affect any 
cultural propeities considered eligible for the NRHP. 



The Preferred Actron would impact existing irrigation ditch crossings of Canyon Ferry Road and 
would require tlie installation of new metal or concrete culverts beneath tlie road at each location 
where the new liighway crosses tlie irrigation ditches. Foi the purposes of the 1993 
Progiammatic Agieement regarding tlie treatment of lustoiic inigation ditches affected by 
liighway construction m Montana, stiuctures associated with existing roads and built witli the 
reconstructed roadway aie considered to be featiues of tlie roadway and not of the intersecting 
imgation systems. FHWA and MDT have satisfied their responsibilities under the National 
Historic Preservation Act (Section 1 06) for tins proposed project through the executron and 
implementation of tiie 1993 Programmatrc Agreement. 
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IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. The No Build Alternative would not 
cause any further effects on tlie cultuial resouices in tlie Canyon Ferry Road project area. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. No cmnulative effects on archaeological or historical sites are 
anticipated as a result of the Preferred Action. However, the likelihood for encountering cultural 
materials increases as new lands become dishirbed by liighway improvement projects and otlier 
ongoing and future developments in the area. 

Mitigating Measures (Cultural Resource Impacts) 

The following measuie will be implemented to minimize potential impacts on cultural resouices 
due to implementation of the proposed project: 

■ If significant unanticipated cultural materials are encountered during 

construction, MDT will require the contractor(s) to temporarily suspend work in 
the immediate vicinity of the find until the cultural materials can be assessed. 



9. SECTION 4{f) PROPERTIES 



Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act {\^ U.S.C. 303), as amended, provides 
for the protection of pubhcly-owned parks, recreation lands, historical sites, and wildUfe and 
waterfowl lehiges. 

There are no public parks, public recreation sites, or wildlife or waterfowl rehiges within the 
area tliat would be affected by the proposed action. None of the liistoric sites that exist in the 
Canyon Feny Road corridor are eligible for tlie NRHP. However, eight liistoric irrigation ditches 
witlim the project colli dor are subject to 5'ec;';on 4(f). These ditches include sites 24LC1691 
(unnamed ditch), 24LC1692 (Company Slough Ditch); 24LC1693 (Prickly Pear Ditch); 
24LC1694 (unnamed ditch); 24LC1695 (Merritt-Gross Ditch), 24LC1696 (Stockbmgei Ditch); 
24LC1697 (Peopping Ditch); and 24LC1698 (Smith Ditch). 

The Bureau of Reclamation's Helena Valley hiigation Unit (24LC 1 062) is not considered to 
be subject to Section 4(f) because the Bureau does not believe the property is NRHP ehgible. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. The Preferred Action would impact existing 
inigation ditch crossings of Canyon Feny Road in the same mamier as previously described 
under 8. Impacts to Cultural, Archaeological, and Historical Resources 

In mid-1983, the FHWA developed a "Nationwide" Section 4(f Evaluation form for projects 
requiring minor uses of land fi'om historic sites. The word "minor" is naiTowly defined by 
FHWA as having eitlier a "no effect" or "no adverse effect" on the historic property. A copy of 
tlie completed "Nationwide" Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation form for this project's 
potential effects to the eight liistoric inigation ditches witlim the Canyon Feny Road com dor 
can be found in APPENDIX D. The fonn programmatically demonstrates compliance wdth tlie 
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provisions of Section 4(f). 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. The No Action Alternative would impact 
any Section 4(f) properties. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The likelihood for encountering culhual materials increases as new 
lands are disturbed by liighway improvement projects and other ongoing and flitiue developments 
in the area. However, the likelihood of discoveiir^ new cultiual sites witiitiiispioject is remote 
since it primarily follows the existing road alignment vvithout excavating a significant amount of 
undisturbed land, hi the unlikely event new culhual sites were discovered during tire course of 
constiuction, mitigation measures would be implemented to protect tiiem. 

Mitiqatincj Measures (Section 4(f) Resources Impacts) 

A "Nationwrde" Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation form for the historic irrrgation ditches 
affected by the proposed reconstruction of Canyon Ferry Road found in APPENDIX D discuss 
measures to minimize harm to these properties. 



10. SECTION 6(f) LANDS 



Section 6(fj oiihs Natiomtl Land & Water Conservation Fund Act (16 U.S.C. 460) reqmies that 
coordinatron be undertaken to determine if federal funds were used to acquire or improve any 
lands in tiie project area for recreation or water conservation purposes. The Parks Divisron of 
tire MDFWP mdicates tiiat none of the lands affected by this pioject were developed with money 
horn the Land and Water Conservation Fund. For this reason, nerther the Preferred Action nor 
the No Action Alternative would impact Section 6(fi lands. 



11. PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST FACILITIES 



Existing Conditions. Altiiough counts are not available to quantify such use. Canyon Ferxy 
Road receives only limited use by pedestrians and bicychsts. Since little if any paved shoulder 
cuiTently exists along the roadway, bicychsts must instead use a portion of the vehicle havel lane 
or tiie unpaved shoulder for riding tiirough the project area. Pedestrians must also use the 
unpaved shoulder or roadside slopes for walkmg along the highway. 

The Helena Area Transportation Plan 1993 Update shows recommended bike routes and a 
desired network of cross-community trails. This network of bike routes and hails was proposed 
as part of a shategy for reducing vehicle miles of havel witliin tiie community and as a first step 
toward promoting tire use of bicycles and walking as a legitimate means of hansportation. 

Canyon Feny Road rs rdenhfied as a recommended bike route in the Helena Area 
Transportation Plan 1993 Update. The plan also indicated tiiat it may be desuable for 
pedestrian ti'ails to be located along Canyon Feiry Road, along Prrckly Pear Creek, and along a 
major irrigation canal in the project area. It should be noted that the pedestrran hail system 
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designated in tlie Transportation Plan is conceptual and intended only to identify urban-suburban 
travel desues for a variety of potential ti'ail users. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. The Preferred Action would provide a 2.4 m (8- 
foot) wide shoulder fiom the beginning of tlie project to Wylie Diive and a proposed 1.8 m to 2.1 
m (6 to 7 foot) wide shoulder from Wylie Drive to Lake Helena Drive. Witliin tlie rural section 
of tlie project coiiidor, tlie new load would have a 2.4 m (8-foot) wide paved shoulder. Rimible 
stiips compatible witli use by bicyclists would be milled into the shoulder witlun the rural 
portion of the project. AASHTO recommends a mmimimi 1 .2 m (4 foot) wide shoulder for safe 
bicycle tiavel along a roadway. 

Various options for acconunodatrng pedestrians in the comnieicial/residential section were 
presented for public comment at various meetings held throughout the scoping process. Options 
considered mcluded doing nothing, sidewalks with boulevards, sidewalks belimd curbs and 
multi-use paths. The public's directive to minimize light-of-way acquisition, budgetary 
constraints, and a lack of public consensus about the need for pedestrian facilities led MDT to 
eliminate sidewalks fiom tins proposed leconstRiction pioject. Sidewalk construction remains a 
viable option for a separate future project on Canyon Ferry Road. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. Pedestrian and bicycle use of Canyon Ferry Road should be 
enhanced slightly witli the provision of shoulders on the liighway. The proposed action would 
not preclude Canyon Ferry Road fiom becoming a designated bike route as recommended in the 
Helena Area Transportation Plan 1993 Update. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. The No Action Alternative would not 
change conditions foi pedestrians and bicychsts on Canyon Feixy Road. These highway users 
would be required to continue using a portion of the travel lane, the impaved road shoulder, or 
roadside slopes for tiavel along and tliiough tlie pioject area. 

Mitiqatincj Measures (Pedestrian and Bicyclist Facilities) 

No mitigating measmes are required or proposed. 
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12. IMPACTS TO VISUAL RESOURCES 



Existing Conditions. Canyon Feny Road is situated in the eastern portion of the Helena 
Valley and the highway crosses flat to gently rolling terrain in the valley until entering tlie 
foothills of tlie Spokane Bench. The western segment of the project corridor is moderately 
densely developed witli residential and commercial properties and gravel operations. The eastern 
and more ruial section of the corridor passes tlnough rolling terrain with scatteied residences, 
ranchettes, and farm and agricultural developments. 

The land area seen fiom tlie highway corridor is dominated by background landscapes including 
the Elkhom Mountains to tlie southeast, the Spokane Bench to the east, and the Big Belt 
Mountains to tlie northeast. The Sciatchgiavel HiUs and Continental Divide aie visible to tlie 
west of the pioject. Foiegromid landscapes seen from the liighway aie dominated by man-made 
features mcludir^: the existing road, bridges, and associated feahires; intersectir^ roads and 
approaches, fences; residences and outbuildings, landscaping, overhead utihties; and cultivated 
and grazmg land. Additionally, natuial features like isolated stream corridors, wetlands, and 
rolling hills adjacent to the road can be seen fiom tlie liighway. 

Those who view the existing liighway and who would see the reconstructed transportation 
facilities m the project coiridor include permanent and seasonal residents, recreationists travelii'^ 
to and fiom Canyon Ferry Reservoir and nearby public lands, employees and patrons of 
businesses witlim tlie corridor, and otlier motorists passing tlnough the area. 

IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ACTION. The Preferred Action would not change views 
of tlie backgiound landscapes along Canyon Ferry Road. However, this alternative would cause 
minor changes to the foreground landscape of the highway corridor. The vvddtliof thenew 
roadway would be greater than that of the existing facility due to its increased pavement width 
and revised roadside slopes. The addition of "uiban" featuies like curb and gutter, overhead 
lighting, and a traffic signal at Wylie Drive would be very apparent changes in tlie western 
section of the project area. 

Reconfiguring tiie intersection of Canyon Ferry Road and Spokane Creek Road with the 
associated modifications to terrain, the addition of lighting, and removal of several residences 
would also be a notable change. These highway modifications would be noticeable to residents 
and highway users familiar witii the previous roadway alignment of the road. 

The Preferred Action would cause minor, short-term visual impacts durmg the construction 
peiiod. Visual changes during constiuction would include: surface disturbances and clearing 
until seeding areas grow in; temporary sign installations; the stoiage of excavatmg material, 
equipment, and material; and dust and debris fiom constiuction activities. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The implementation of this project and others proposed in the area 
would incrementally change the views fiom tiie road and of tiie road for residents and highway 
useis. 

IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. There would be no change in the visual 

- 101 - 



Canyon Ferry Road; STPS 430-1(5) 1 



Environmental Assessment 



appearance of tlie project area due to continued highway maintenance actions by MDT. 

Mitiqatinq Measures (Visual Impacts) 

The following measure would be incorporated with the proposed project to offset potential visual 
impacts. 

■ Disturbed areas would be reseeded as quickly as possible. 



13. SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 



Secondary (or indirect) effects are those that are caused by an action and are later in time or 
farther removed m distance but are still reasonably foreseeable. Secondary impacts are generally 
induced by the initial action and comprise a wide variety of effects such as, changes m land use, 
water quality, economic conditions, or population density. The secondaiy impacts of the 
proposedCanyonFeny Road project are addressed in appropriate sections of tliisPait. 

Cumulative impacts are those effects that result from the incremental consequences of an action 
when added to other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 
(federal or non-federal) undertakes such actions. 

Projects Planned by MDT. Projects under constniction or planned by MDT in tlie vicinity 
were reviewed to help assess the cimiulative impacts of this project. MDT cuixently has six 
planned projects on the state highway system within the general vicinity of the Canyon Ferry 
Road project, not including this proposed project. These projects are identified and briefly 
described below: 

■ 1-15 Corridor EIS. MDT is currently preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) to identify and evaluate potential transportation improvements to the 1-15 corridor 
between the Lincoln Road and Montana City mterchanges. The purpose of the EIS is to 
identify tlie best alternative that will safely and efficiently accommodate anticipated 
motorized and non-motorized traffic volumes wliile simultaneously improving east-west 
travel crossing tlie 1-15 corridor. The EIS will identify potential futuie interchange 
locations, one ofwhichmay be located at Custer Avenue (the extension of Canyon Ferry 
Road witlim the City of Helena). 1-15 is located about 4 km (2.5 miles) west of the 
beginnir^ of the Canyon Ferry Road project. 

■ If an interchange were provided at Custer Avenue, Canyon Ferry Road would have a 
drrect connection to 1-15 for the first time. Traffic volumes and travel patterns on Canyon 
Feny Road east of Helena and connecting roads could notably change with tiie provrsion 
of a new interchange. The scheduled completion date for the EIS is June 2003. A final 
Record of Decisron (ROD) for tiie project will be completed in September 2003. The 
timing of fatiire improvements to the 1-15 corridor, including the possrble development of 
a new interchange at Custer Avenue, rs unknown at this time. 
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Custer (Washington-East) - Helena: CM 5802f6); ControlNo. 4462. MDT, in 
cooperation with tlie City of Helena, is ciurently developing design plans for tlie 
reconstniction of Custer Avenue between Washmgton Street and York Road. Thrs project 
is located approximately 2.4 km (1.5 miles) west of the begmnmg of the proposed 
Canyon Feny Road project. The Crty plans to reconstnict Custer Avenue witlim the 
project segment to provide two 3.6 m(12 foot) travel lanes, a 4.2 m (14 foot) center turn 
lane, and two 2.4 m (8 foot) wrde shoulders. The project should be ready for letting in 
March 2004. 

Helena-East Helena; NH 8-2(59) 46; ControlNo. 4820. Thrs proposed project would 
mill the surface and replace tlie median and shoulder paving on a portion of U.S. 
Highway 12/287 between Helena and East Helena. The proposed project is located about 
3.2 km (2 miles) soutli of tlie Canyon Feny Road project area. The planned date for 
implementation is during Frscal Year 2005. 

2000-SFTY-Wylie Dr- N East Helena; STPHS 25(37); CN 4724. This project would 
reconstruct a sharp curve on Wylie Drive located about 1 km (0.6 miles) south of the 
intersection of Canyon Ferry Road/ Wyhe Drive intersection and implement other safety 
improvements on the county road. The plamied date for implementation is during Fiscal 
Year 2005. 

Slope FItn - NE of Helena; STPHS 280-1(14)4; Control No. 3629. This planned MDT 
project would flatten roadside slopes and resmface Secondaiy Highway 280 (York Road) 
between Valley Drive and Lake Helena Drive. The proposed project is located about 3.2 
km (2 miles) north of tlie Canyon Ferry Road corrrdor. The project is scheduled for 
letting in November 2003. 

■ Warren School Curve - East. Tliis planned MDT project would provide an overlay and 

seal and cover on a portion of Secondary Hrghway 280 northeast of Helena. The 
proposed project rs located about 3.2 km (2 miles) north of the Canyon Ferry Road 
corridor. The anticipated completion date of this work is during Fiscal Year 2003. 

It should be noted that the availability of flinding could affect the timing of implementation for 
tliese projects. 

The earhest anticipated date for the begimiing construction of the Canyon Ferry Road project is 
2006. For funding reasons, reconstruction of tlie corridor would likely occur under at least two 
projects beginnmg no sooner than 2006. The initial project would probably rebuild Canyon 
Ferry Road from tlie project's beginning to just east of Lake Helena Drive. Reconstruction of 
Canyon Feny Road east of Lake Helena Drive would likely occur" after tlie initial project is 
finished, as soon as MDT can secure sufQcrent funding. 

A review of these planned lughway projects shows that all of tliese projects will likely be 
completed before MDT's Canyon Ferry Road constniction project rs initiated (2006). None of 
these other MDT projects would be located closer tiian 1 km (0.6 miles) fiom the Canyon Feny 
Road project area. The review also shows that none of the proposed projects would be of tiie 
same magnitude as the proposed Canyon Ferry Road reconstniction project. 
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Because MDT's other active and planned reconstruction projects are not contrguous witli the 
proposed work area on Canyon Feny Road and would not generally occiu' at the same time, the 
cumulative enviromnental impacts of tliese projects on the proposed Canyon Ferxy Road project 
would be minor. Similarly, the pioposed improvements on Canyon Feixy Road would not be 
expected to pioduce any significant cmnulative environmental impacts on otlier proposed 
projects m MDT s Butte or Great Falls Districts. 

Although these MDT projects occur in the same general area of Lewis and Clark County and 
would likely be implemented within two or three years of each other, the planning, design, and 
construction of each project has proceeded independently. Implementing the Canyon Feixy Road 
reconstruction project would not trigger the need for improvements to other adjoining segments 
of the route or on Spokane Creek Road. Likewise, implementation of other known road projects 
witiiin Lewis and Claik County would not lequire that any portion of Canyon Ferry Road be 
reconstiucted. 

However, it should be noted tiiat a possible fiiture decision to construct a new mterchange on I- 
1 5 at Custer Avenue could dramatically affect the use of Custer Avenue within the City of 
Helena and Canyon Ferry Road. Interchange constructron on Custer Avenue may be an action 
tiiat indirectiy causes land use clianges and contributes to growth within this uiban/suburban 
tianspoitation corrrdor. 

MDT would contmue to coordinate fiiture projects with tire pubhc and other appropriate 
agencies, complete a review of potential impacts to the environment, and identify requirements 
for mitigation of any adverse effects as projects are developed and implemented. 

Futiire growtii m the vicinity of Canyon Ferry Road, Lewis and Clark County, or adjoining 
countres would hkely be driven by factors otiier tiian improvmg tliis section of Canyon Ferry 
Road. Such factors are primarily related to the national and global economic conditions and tiie 
price of energy. For tiiese reasons, rt rs impossible to piedict what types of impacts might occur. 
It is certain tiiat such development, should it occur, would happen independently of the Canyon 
Ferry Road reconstmction project. 

Planned Projects by Federal Agencies in the Area. Projects underway or proposed by 
federal agencies in the vicinity of the Canyon Ferry Road project corridor were also reviewed to 
help assess tiie potential for cumulatrve impacts. 

■ Canyon Ferry Reservoir Resource Management Plan/Environmeiital Assessment. 

The U.S. Department of the Interior-Bureau of Reclamation recently completed 
tiie combined Resource Management Plan/Envnomiiental Assessment (RMP/EA) to 
establish a 1 0-year management framework for conserving, protecting, enhancing, 
developing and using the physical and biological resources at Canyon Feny Reservon 
and its siurounding lands. Canyon Feny Dam and Reservon are located about 8 km (5 
miles) east of the eastem temimus of tins proposed project and can be accessed fiom the 
project area by S-430 and S-284 and other county roads. The Fmding of No Srgnrficant 
Impact (FONSI) document for tiie RMP was srgned on February 7, 2003. 
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■ Cave Gulch Salvage Projec t. The Helena National Forest issued a Record of 
Decision for an EIS on Xovember 1 , 2002 for timber harvesting and restoration activities 
on National Forest lands northeast of Canyon Feny Reservoir burned by tlie Cave Gulch 
Fire in 2000. 

■ North Belts Travel Plan/Magpie Confederate Vegetation Restoration Project. T he 

U.S. Forest Service-Helena National Forest and tlie U.S. Department of the 
Interior-Bureau of Land Management aie in the piocess of preparing an EIS to 
select preferred alternatives for travel management, vegetation tieahnent, and noxious 
weed control in the 80,900 ha (199,860 acre) Noitli Belts Travel Plan/Magpie 
Confederate Vegetation Restoration aiea. The area is located on federal lands located in 
the north end of the Big Belt Mountains, including the Spokane Hills area east of the 
Canyon Ferry Road project comdoi. 

The EIS will recommend actions to: biing motoiized use mto balance with other 
resources (elk security and water quality) wliile also protecting them; to move tlie 
vegetation plant communities towards tlie mtegrated desired conditions, leduce fire 
danger and restore balance to the grasslands and forests m the area; and to identify a 
more aggressive, cost effective weed control program. A decision based on tlie EIS and 
subsequent comments is expected during 2003. 

None of these projects would be e:^ected to result in cmmilative effects because the projects are 
not contiguous with tlie proposed work area on Canyon Feny Road and would not generally 
occur at tlie same time. For these reasons, tlie cumulative environmental impacts of tliese 
projects on the proposed Canyon Ferry Road project would be minor. 

Planned Projects by Others In the Area. Projects underway or proposed by others in the 
vicinity of the Canyon Feny Road project corridor were also reviewed to help assess tlie 
potential for cimiulative impacts. 

■ New Residential/Commercial Development. The lands in east Helena Valley, including 
some lands immediately adjacent to tlie project comdoi continue to see commercial and 
residential development. Currently, there are no known major subdivisions proposed for 
tlie immediate project comdoi; however, some minor subdivision proposals contmue to 
be received by tlie County in the general area. Phase I of tlie Holmberg Subdivision is 
cuiTently m development and additional development phases may occur adjoinmg the 
existing subdivision. 

■ Helena Sand and Gravel Pit Development Helena Sand and Gravel owns property at 
tlie nortlieast corner of Canyon Feny Road and Lake Helena Diive and intends to 
ultimately develop a new gravel pit on the property. The timing of the new pit 
development is uncertain but would occur when a decision is made to close tlie 
company's existing pit located neai the west terminus of tins project. Tins development 
would generally transfer existing opeiations to a new location and would not be expected 
to substantially mcrease traffic to or fiom the facility. Local tiafQc patterns m the area 
could change since it may be nioie convenient for tnicks to use Lake Helena Drive to 
access U.S. Highway 12 fiom tins new pit location. 
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None of these projects proposed by others, would be expected to result in cumulative effects. 
This conclusion was made because the projects, witli the exception of sand and gravel pit 
development, are not contiguous with the proposed work area on Canyon Feny Road and would 
not generally occur at the same time. For these reasons, the cumulative environmental mipacts of 
tliese projects on the proposed Canyon Ferry Road project would be mmor. The sand and gravel 
pit development would be subject to Montana's air quality regulations and associated 
environmental review process. This review would consider the potential cumulative 
environmental impacts of simultaneous gravel pit and road constiuction in the same area. 



14. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 



Highway reconshnction activities associated vvdth the Canyon Feny Road project would cause 
temporary inconveniences to the traveling public and to local residents. These inconveniences 
may include slightly lor^er travel times, minor detours around work zones, temporary disruption 
of access to residences or businesses, and the noise and dust generated by conshuction 
equipment. These impacts could be expected to occur at various times throughout period (or 
periods) required to constiuct the proposed highway improvements. Typical impacts associated 
witli the constiuction are described below: 

Noise and Vibration. The operations of heavy machinery hke eartli moving 
equipment, paving equipment, power tools, and trucks would create periods of 
undesirable noise in the project area. Noise due to construction activities would produce 
short-term impacts for residents and business owners near the highway. Constiuction- 
related noise may also temporarily displace some wildlife and bud species &om tlie area 
or deter such species fiom using habitats in the vicinity of tlie roadway. 

Dust. The operation of heavy equipment on dishirbed areas and highway users tiavehng 
through work zones or on detours without paved surfaces could produce dust. 

Water Quality. Runoff horn disturbed surface areas has a minor potential to enter 
surface waters or wetlands and adversely affect water quality. Petroleum products and 
other materials could be spilled duiiug tlie operation and mamtenance of equipment 
needed to build the new highway facilities. 

Visual. Stockpiles of materials and equipment needed for the constniction of the new 
bridge and roadway may cause shoit-term adverse impacts for local residents and otliers 
passing through the project area. 

Traffic. The proposed project would be built "under traffic" meaning that travel through 
work zones would be allowed during constiuction. MDT will prepare a traffic conhol 
plan to ensure that tiaffic flows tliiough tlie project area are maintained in a safe and 
efficient manner and that access to adjacent businesses, residences, and agricultural lands 
is provided during tlie constiuction period. The traffic control plan may require tlie use of 
temporary detours, occasional delays, and tlie use of flaggers or pilot cars to guide traffic 
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tlirough work zones. 

The contractor for the project would be required to identify and develop any necessary borrow 
Sites for fill material. Needed materials would have to be trucked fioiu boiTow sites to work 
zones. This could cause a minor increase m truck traffic on Canyon Ferry Road and any other 
area roads used for travel to and fiom bonow sites. 

Mitiqatincj Measures (Construction Impacts) 

Construction unpads will be mitigated through the implementation and enforcement of contiol 
measmes dui'mg constiuction such as: 

■ Dust generated by construction activities will be controlled by the required use of 
either water or approved dust suppressant. 

■ Best management practices will be employed to prevent sediments from reaching 
the area surface waters or wetlands. 

■ The contractor will develop a public involvement plan to keep the public aware of 
construction related activities. 

■ Temporary or permanent seeding and mulching will be used to control erosion of 
disturbed areas. 

■ The contractor will be required to have a plan for implementing appropriate 
measures in the event of an accidental spill. 

■ All work related to the proposed Canyon Ferry Road project would be subject to 
the provisions included in the current edition of Standard Specifications for Road 
and Bridge Construction as adopted by MDT and the Montana Transportation 
Coninnssion. 

Impacts of the No Action Alternative. The only construction impacts associated with this 
alternative would be related to tiie completion of minor maintenance activities on the existing 
roadway and its related facihties. Maintenance actions have the potential to create luinor 
teiuporary and localized impacts such as noise fiom equipment, delays or detours, and surface 
distuibances. 
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15. PERMITS REQUIRED 



The No Build Alternative would not require any permits. However, tlie proposed Canyon Feny 
Road reconstruction project would requue the following permits to be obtained prior to any 
relevant disturbances: 

Section 402/ Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) 
Permit. The project would be in compliance witli the CleanWaterAct (33 U.S.C. 
1251 - 1376) - Section 402/Montm\a Pollutant Dischar'ge Elimination System. 
Accordingly, MDT would submit a Notice of Intent (NOl) package to MDEQ's 
Permittmg and Compliance Division for coverage under tlie MPDES "General Permit for 
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Constniction Activity. " This permitting process 
would serve only as a notice of intent to discharge, rather tlian a submittal for agency 
review or approval of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

Secf/on 404 Permit. A CleanWaterAct (33 V.S.C. 1251 - 1376) - Section 404 
permit from the COE vvdll be required for the placement of fill or excavation in delineated 
jurisdictional wetlands and "Waters of the US" associated with the installation of new 
replacement culverts or bridges. The COE will determine if this proposed project 
qualifies for a "Nationwide" permit under tlie provisions of 30 CFR330 . 

124SPA Permit. A 124SPA Permit as required under the Montana Stream Protection 
Act for a minor channel modification at No Name Spring Creek and new culvert 
installations and related work m both No Name Spring Creek and Spokane Creek. 

Floodplain Development Permit. A fioodplain development permrt fiom Lewis and 
Clark County wrll be required for any work witliin delineated 1 00-year fioodplains within 
file Canyon Feny Road project area. 

Additionally, MDT must coordmate this proposed project with the U.S. Department of 
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation and secme an agreement to enter on lands administered by 
tiie agency and to build new highway bridges across tiie Helena Valley Canal at two locations 
and to relocate a short section of the canal. A Constructron Authorization Contiact from the 
Bureau would be required prior to approval of tiie project. 
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V. Coordination with Others 



This Part summarizes efforts undertaken by MDT to coinmunicate with interested agencies and 
the pubhc about the proposed lirghway rmprovements within the Canyon Ferry Road project 
coiTidor Road Corridor. The specific objectives of the activities performed to coordinate this 
project are to: 

identify and include people, groups, and agencies that may be affected; 

provide opportunities for interested parties to express their views, ideas, and concerns 

about the project; 

ensure that interested parties receive understandable project information; and 

make it apparent to all interested parties that tiieir opinions and ideas have been 

considered during the development of the project. 



A. Agency Coordination 



1. COOPERATING AGENCIES 



Representatives of MDT and the FHWA are developing the proposed Canyon Ferry Road 
reconstruction project under Montana's Surface Transportation Program (STP). Lewis and Clark 
County is a Cooperating Agency on tins proposed project due to its jurisdiction and ownership of 
Canyon Feny Road and other county roads intersecting tiie route. Meetings to discuss 
preliminary design plans for tiiis proposed hrghway reconstructron project were held wrth Lewis 
and Clark County during the development of this environmental document. 



2. AGENCIES CONSULTED 



Coordination witii permitting and resource agencies lias informally occurred during the 
development of the project tiirough correspondence requesting comments and/or needed 
information. The following agencres and parties were consulted during the development of this 
Environmental Assessment: 



Federal Highway Adminrstiatron (FHWA) 

U.S. Department of Agricultiire, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

U.S. Frsh and Wildlife Servrce (USFWS) 

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) 

U.S. AiiTiy Corps of Engmeers (COE) 

U.S. Postal Sei-vice 

Montana Departinent of Commerce (MDOC) 

Montana Departinent of Envuomnental Quahty (MDEQ) 

Montana Departinent of Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MDFWP) 

Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

Montana State Lrbrary, Natural Heritage Program (MNHP) 

Helena Valley Irrigation Drstrrct 
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B. Public Involvement Activities 



1. PROJECT NOTICES/EARLY PROJECT MEETINGS 



Robert Peccia & Associates (RPA) personnel contacted property owners along tlie highway and 
tliose adjacent to the Spokane Creek Road intersection in June 2001 to notify tliem about tlie 
proposed plans to reconstruct Canyon Ferry Road and to obtain right-of- entry approval to 
perform preliminary field investigations. Contacts with tliese property owners were made by 
personal contact, direct mail and telephone. 

Relevant federal, state and county agencies were notified in July and August 200 1 about the 
pioposed reconsfiiiction plans and were asked to respond with their comments. 

MDT prepared and distributed an initial news release about planned reconstruction of Canyon 
Ferry Road on June 8, 2001 . The release was distributed to the Helena Independent Record, 
KBLL Radio and KCAP Radio. The one page statement noted tire proposed project's location, 
summary of anticipated work and schedule, requested comments and provided pomts of contact 
for information. A copy of the news release can be viewed m APPENDIX C . 

Inlieuof publishing the requested news release, a reporter fiom the Helena Independent Record 
interviewed RPA's Project Manager to prepare a featiire story about the project. The fi:ont-page 
article, "Canyon Ferry Road to be Redesigned" was published on June 12, 2001. Acopy of the 
article is provided in APPENDIX C. 

The Helena Independent Record followed up on its initial article witii a second story on August 
2, 2001 entitled, "MDT: Road in Good Shape, But Could Use Some Improvements." This article 
liiglilighted tire intent to redesign and reconstiuct the highway. This aiticle can also be found in 
APPENDIX C 

Three newsletters describing tire location of the project, its purpose, schedule and potential 
impacts were distributed to property owners and businesses withm the com dor, federal, state, 
county and local agencies and other interested parties. The intioductoiy newsletter was 
distributed in October 2001 and follow-up issues were distributed in March 2002 and May 2002. 
Copies of tiie newsletters are included m APPENDIX C. 

A post card updating interested parties on the statiis of the project and EA was issued in February 
2003. 



2. NOVEMBER14, 2001 PUBLIC MEETING 



A public information meetmg about this proposed project was held on November 14, 2001 at the 
R.H. Radley School gymnasium in East Helena to advise the public about its scope and potential 
impacts. The meeting's intent was to give the public the opportunity to discuss project issues, 
help MDT's consulting engineers identify potential social, economic, and envuomnental impacts, 
and obtain input on desired roadway features. In addition, the meeting sign-m sheet allowed the 
consultant to update the direct mailing list of interested people, property owners and businesses. 
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Notification of the scoping meeting was published in the Helena Independent Record on 
November 2 and November 1 1 , 200 1 . Property owners, interested citizens, and involved 
agencies weie also notified of tlie meeting intent, time, date and location tliiough tlie distribution 
of tlie first project newsletter. 

An open-house meeting was held fi'om 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. The meeting had a table positioned 
at tire entiance, setup with sign-in sheets, comment forms, pens, half-size aerial photos witii 
conceptual design features, and roadway sections for the attendees review and comment. A 
comment form diop box was also on tire table to ease collection of the forms should attendees 
complete their comments by tire end of the meeting. Aeiial photos were displayed which 
allowed participants to walk tiiiough the entire project durmg tiie open house. Displays showing 
the existing liighway, possible designs, and roadside features were also available for review. 

The consultant gave a formal presentation at 7:00 p.m., describing the scope of the project, 
outiining the schedule, and encouraging comments from tire public on project-related issues. An 
open discussion about the project took place after the piesentation and MDT staff and its design 
consultant fielded comments durir^ a question and answer session. Sign-m sheets fiom the 
meeting showed 60 people attended the open-house sessions, including agency and consultant 
peisonnel. 



3. PROJECT SCOPING COMMENTS 



As a result of early project notifications, landowner contacts, and the public open house meeting, 
MDT's design consultant collected neaily 140 public comments onthepioposedpioject. These 
comments were collected fiom a variety of sources including: 1) comments retimied with iight- 
of-entry forms; 2) letters; 3) emails and phone calls, personal interviews; and comments 
submitted at 01 following the Novembei 14, 2001 public meeting. The pubHc comments leceived 
ranged fiom concerns about the new road's design to landscaping and right-of-way issues. The 
following table displays the distribution of public comments by general subject at that time. 

Major Subject of Comment # of Comments Received 

Travel Speed/ Safety 24 

Pedestnan/Bicycle Facilities 10 

Landscaping & R/W Acquisition 3 1 

Alternative Designs/Engmeermg 53 

Planning/Development 36 

Spokane Creek Road Intersection 5 

Comments within tiie category of Travel Speed/Safety mdicated or were of the opinion that: 

• Tlie existing road in the developed residential/commercial ai'ea between Wylie Drive aiid Lake Helena 
Drive cmrently exhibits travel speeds too high for the level of development aiid number of road 
intersections and private approaches/driveways. 

• Tlie proposed project will widen the road and improve geometries, likely encouraging motorists to drive 
faster. How will the project address possible travel speed increases? 

• If the improved road encroaches into the roadside development, will it create new safety concerns? 
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Those with comments about Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities suggested that: 

• Wider shoulders or paths for bicyclists, aiid sidewalks or paths for pedestrians aud children should be 
included for safety reasons in the residential/commercial section. 

• The combination of vehicle speeds and proposed road widening need would make it difficult for 
pedestrians to cross the highway. What measures will be implemented to make pedestrian crossing easier 
and safer? 

• The need for safe bicycle movement should be addressed in the new design throughout the project corridor. 

• The project should accommodate bicycles and pedestrians, but minimize additional right-of-way 
acquisition. 

More than thirty people submitted comments about Landscaping and Right of Way Acquisition 
witli comments Irke these below. 

• utility relocations should be underground in the residential/commercial ai'ea as mitigation for additional 
right-of-w^ay acquisition and property encroachment. 

• Right-of-way acquisition in the residential/commercial section should be minimized. Propeity owners aie 
rehictant to relinquish properly for right-of-way just to widen the road for piojected traffic increases. 

• There is a concern on how the road widening will compliment their yards in the residential/commercial 
section. Tlie lack of clean-iip after past work on communication utilities within the easement, but adjacent 
to theii' propeity, left the propeity owners upset and waiy. 

• The removal of mature shiTibbeiy and trees should be minimized. This is not a question of cost to replace, 
but difficulty in maintaining what they have developed and the length of time to develop the growth. 

• Initial right-of-way acquisition in the rural section should consider the potential for future grovrth in the 
ai'ea. Once niral propeity is subdivided and developed, fiiture right-of-way acquisition for the road will be 
more costly and impact more people than at the present. 

The subject that recerved the largest share of comments. Alternative Designs/Engineering, 
generated the following suggestrons: 

• The project should consider the use of roundabouts in analysis of major intersections. 

• Consideration be given to relocating mailboxes for safety, either onto approaches or into mailbox clusters 
located at pullouts. 

• Substantial public support exists for traffic signal installations at major intersections. 

• Traffic calming devices or measures should be considered to reduce operating speed on the road. 

• Constniction of a curb and gutter section would reduce right-of-way acquisition and mitigate road widening 
in the residential/commercial area. 

Comments about Planning and Development included the following tlioughts: 

• The new road should be designed to accommodate the growth and development anticipated to occur in the 
niral section. 

• Reconstnicting the road should be accomplished nnder one contiact. If re const™ ct ion requires phasing due 
to funding constraints, the Spokane Creek Road intersection and the residential/commercial ai'ea should be 
rebuilt during the earliest phase. 

• The reconstniction will not address the greater issue of continued growth, and lack of suitable east-west 
routes through the valley. 

The Spokane Creek Road Intersection was the topic for fifteen public comments mcluding: 

• Reconstructing the intersection should be accomplished at the earliest possible date. 

• Alternative designs and layouts for the intersection should be considered. 
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MDT considered all of these comments to vaiious degrees dming tlie development of the 
proposed reconshiiction plans for Canyon Feixy Road and in tlie development of the EA. 
Various sections of the EA discuss tlie majority of the comments simimarized above. Some 
design measures or suggestions cannot be miplemented due to funding limitations. 



4. JUNES, 2002 PUBLIC MEETING 



A second public meeting on the project was held at East Helena's R.H. Radley School on June 3, 
2002 to present its findings foi design and alignment alternatives. The meeting followed tlie 
same format as the November 14, 2001 meeting with an afternoon open-house session and an 
evenir^ presentation witli question and answer session. About 75 people attended the public 
meetings. MDT and its design consultant were available to discuss the proposed project witli the 
pubhc throughout the afternoon and evening sessions. 

The evening session began with a presentation on the proposed highway reconstiiiction project's 
status and an explanation of the need foi tlie project. The presentation also discussed project 
alternatives and preferred treatments based on the issues pieviously identified foi tiie pioject. 
Handouts and displays illustiating design options under consideration and prefeiied designs were 
made available to those attending. 

Comments received as a result of the June 3, 2002 public meeting included written comment 
foims and letters. Forty-siKVvTittencommentsweie received after the meeting. Many of tiie 
comments reiterated previous concerns. Howevei, there were additional comments received 
about potential effects of highway reconstruction on septic systems, drainfields and landscaping. 

A dozen comments were received suppoiting tiie pioposed configuration and improvements at 
tiie Canyon Feiiy Road/Spokane Creek Road intersection. Several new issues or concerns were 
expressed at tiie June 3 meeting including: requests for a fiashing yellow light at the Lake Helena 
Drive intersection, which was recentiy installed, and tiie immediate installation of mail box 
banks and a tuin lane at Holmbeig Estates subdivision. 



5. PERSONAL CONTACTS WITH LANDOWNERS 



MDT's design consultant has been accessible to discuss the proposed reconstruction pioject with 
affected landovmers and otiiei inteiested parties. To date, more than ten mdividual meetings with 
property ovmers have been held to provide up-to-date information about tiie project, discuss 
ways to minimize right-of-way impacts, and to discuss assistance available fiom MDT to those 
who may be relocated by the proposed project. 



6. PLANNED PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 



A Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment and planned date for a Public Heaiii'^ 
on the Canyon Ferry Road project vvill be sent to all parties on the mailing list and advertised in 
local newspapers following FHWA's approval of this document. 
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The notice of availability of tlie EA and the document itself will also be posted on Robert Peccia 
& Associates website (www.rpa-hln.com) witli a link from MDT's webpage 
(www.mdt.state.mt.us). 

Duiing tlie public review and comment period, a pubhc hearing — similar m format to tlie 
previous two publrc meetings — will be held. The date of tlie public hearing will be advertised at 
least fifteen (15) days m advance of the meeting. 

At the public hearing, the general public will be given the opportunity to provide both oral and 
written comments on the proposed action. Written comments will be received on the docmnent 
for at least thirty (30) days following its initial distiibution and public availabihty. Pubhc and 
agency comments on this document received by MDT will be evaluated to determme: 1) whether 
significant impacts will occiu' fiom the implementation of the Piefened Action; 2) if fuitiier 
consideration of tire impacts discussed in the docmnent is needed; and 3) if new issues have 
arisen tiiat must be addiessed in the Environmental Assessment. After the close of the official 
comment period, comments received on tiie document wih be reviewed and tiie text of the 
Environmental Assessment will be modified as required. 

If no significant impacts are identified, MDT will submit the revised Environmental Assessment 
to FHWA and request that the agency make a Fmdtng of No Significant Impact (FONSI). The 
FONSl will then be attached to the Environmental Assessment. 

If significant impacts are found, then MDT and FHWA must determme if an Enviromiiental 
Impact Statement (EIS) must be prepared to advance the proposed Canyon Feny Road project. 

Additional planned public involvement activities include personal meetings with property 
owners to discuss the project's proposed access management plan, and how tiie plan and each 
property owner's access needs will be implemented. 
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C. Distribution List for Document 

The following agencies, groups, and individuals are being sent a copy of this Envrronmental 

Assessment: 

FEDERAL. STATE. AND LOCAL AGENCIES WITH INTERESTS IN PROJECT 



U.S. Department of Te.an3portation 
Federal Highway Admiuistiatiou 
Montana Division Office 
2880 Skyway Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Reclamation 

Montana Area Office 

P.O.Box 30137 

Billings, MT 59107-0137 

Attn: Susau Kelly, Area Office Manager 

U.S. DEPAP.TMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Canyon Feiiy Project Office 
7661 Canyon Feiiy Road 
Helena, MT 59601 
Attn: PaulBacklund 



MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

And CONSEP.VATION 

Central Laud Office 

P.O. Box 201601 

Helena, MT 59620-1601 

Attu: Gaiy Williams, AreaManager 

MONTANA DEPAP,TMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY 

Pennitting aud Compliance Division 
P.O. Box 200901 
Helena, Montana 59620-0901 
Attn: Todd Ellerlioff 

MONTANA Department of Rsh, Wildlife & Parke 

Region 3 

1400 South 19* 

Bozeman,MT 59718 

Attn: Pat Flowers, Regional Supervisor 



U.S. DEPAP.TMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
100 N. Paili, Suite 320 
Helena, MT 59601 
Attn: Scott Jackson 

U.S. Army Corp:.^ of Engineers 

Helena Regulatory Office 

10 West 15tli Stieet, Suite 2200 

Helena, Montana 59626 

Attn: Allan Steinle 

U.S. DEPAP.TMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Natural Resources Consei-vation Seivice 
790 Colleen Street 
Helena, Montana 59601 
Attn: Lex Rigale 



MONTANA DEPAP.TMENT OF RSH, WILDLIFE & PARKS 

1420 East Sixth Avenue 
Helena, MT 59620-0701 
Attn: Jeff Hagener, Director 

Montana Environmental Quality Council 
P.O. Box 201704 
Helena, MT 59620-1704 
Attn: Todd Everts 

Montana State Library 
15 15 East Sixth Avenue 
Helena, MT 59620 

LEWIS & Clark County Commissioners 
316 N. Park Avenue 
Helena, MT 59623 



Denny Mailey 

Postmaster 

U.S. Postal Seivice 

2300 N.Hairis Street 

Helena, MT 59601 

Paul Buchi 

Postmaster 

607 E. Porter Street 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Eric Griffm, Public Works Director 
Lewis & Claik County 
3402 Cooney Drive 
Helena, MT 59601 

Lewis and Clark County Planning Department 

316 North Pai-k 

Helena, MT 59623 

Attn: Sharon Haugen, Planning Diiector 
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City of Helena/Lewis & Clark County 
Transportation Coordinator 
316 North Pai'k Avenue, Room 438 
Helena, MT 59623 

City of East Helena 
P.O.Box 1170 
East Helena, MT 59635 
Attn: Ed Murgel, Mayor 

Helena Valley Ipjjgation District 
3840 North Montana Avenue 
Helena, MT 59602 
Attn: James A. Foster, Manager 



Lewis & Claik County Libiary 
120 S. Last Chance Gulch 
Helena, MT 59601 

Janet Stetzer, RS 

East Helena Lead Education & Abatement Program 

#2 South Morton 

East Helena, MT 59635 

Marga Lincoln, Chair 
Transportation Choices Subcommittee 
432 N Last Chance Gnlch 
Helena, MT 59601 



Unless previous conespondence indicated interest in receiving a copy of the EA, the following 
individuals were sent a notice announcing availability of EA and advertising the date, time and 
location of tlie public hearing. 



Lairy & Valerie St. Clair 

3015 WylieDr. 

East Helena, MT 59635 

Richaid D. Broadwater 
Attn: Rosemary Fitzpatiick 
3261 Canyon Feiiy Rd. 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Randy G. & Yenis K. Ketron 
3255 Canyon Feiiy Rd. 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Montana Development Contractors, Inc. 
PO Box 6415 
Helena, MT 59604 

Michael T. & Shirley P. Chovanak 
7 Forest Paik Drive 
Clancy, MT 59634 

GlennaBuck 

2885 Canyon Feiiy Rd. 

Helena, MT 59602 

Prickly Pear Simmental Ranch, Inc. 
2515 Canyon Feiiy Rd. 
Helena, MT 59602 

Kurt A. & Delores M. Bumham 
2843 Canyon Feiiy Rd. 
Helena, MT 59602 

Rodney E. &FairaL. Sheppard 
5400 Heritage Tree Lane #816 
Citrus Heights, CA 95610 



CANYON FERRY ROAD LANDOWNERS 

Charles H. SwettTnist 

1684 Tarleton St. 

Spring Valley, CA 91977-3740 



Tina L. Gabel & Teny L. Westlund 
PO Box 5532 
Helena, MT 59604 

I.e. Limited 

6787 W. Tropic an a Ave. 

Suite 247 

Las Vegas, NV 89103 

George S. Dasinger 

PO Box 1518 

East Helena, MT 59635 

Nonnan & Tammie Espenlanb 
3425 AlhedDr. 
Helena, MT 59601 

Larry E. & Eileen M. Holman 
2685 TiiohyRd. 
Helena, MT 59602 

Robert & Faye Ann Cummings 
2665 TiiohyRd. 
Helena, MT 59602 

Philip J. & Kathy E. Sheridan 
PO Box 6704 
Helena, MT 59604 
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Chuck Houk 

Crossroads Christian Church 

POBox 718 

East Helena, MT 59635 

Mai-k T. Diehl 

PO Box 779 

East Helena, MT 59635 

Kenneth G. Didrickson 
3155 Baldy Dr. 
Helena, MT 59602 

L. Evelyu Espelin 
3120 Baldy Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 

David L. & Caiol S. Shute 
3135 TizerRd. 
Helena, MT 59602 

Jaines O'Connor 
3150 Valley Dr. 
Helena, MT 59602 



Robert A. & Colleen S. Garber 
4360 Canyon Feiiy Rd. 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Diehl Ranch Company 

PO Box 779 

East Helena, MT 59635 

Cathy Montanye 

PO Box 398 

East Helena, MT 59635 

ER Land Company LLC 

PO Box 1086 

East Helena, MT 59635 

Bnma Bizzotto 

4340 Canyon FeiiyRd. 

East Helena, MT 59635 

William J. & CincoouaFoster 
Attn: Don & Geni Schmolke 
4220 Canyon FeiiyRd. 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Sharon Twoteeth 
3300 Canyon Feiiy Rd. 
East Helena, MT 59635 



GaryT. & Charlene R. Devine 
5820 Pine Meadow Rd. 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Canyon Feiiy Road Baptist Church 
3384 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Clint F. & Colleen R. Jaramillo 
5845 Canyon Feny Rd. 
Helena, MT 59602 



Al Si, Stacy L. Laforge 
1259 E 2nd Stieet 
Butte, MT 59701-2718 



Timothy and Cheiyle Heinle 
1350 Boston Road 
Helena, MT 59601 



Duane J. Conroy 
4232 15th Ave. N.E. 
01ympia,WA 98516-3755 



David A. & Kathleen J. Swanson 
5840 Canyon Feny Rd. 
Helena, MT 59602 



ValeriaM. Beebe 

PO Box 218 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Robert E. &DebraK. Gorsich 
3415 KeirLn. 
Helena, MT 59602 



Daniel A. & Wanda T. Haasakker 
3155 WylieDr. 
Helena, MT 59602 



Robert N. Page 
3413 KeirLn. 
Helena, MT 59602 



Montana Propane, Inc. 
3440 US Highway 12 East 
Helena, MT 59601 



Donald H. Goiniely 
5865 Canyon Feny Rd. 
Helena, MT 59602 



Peggy Diehl 
PO Box 779 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Jeffrey R. & Kaian K. Lapham 
5868 Rosendale Rd. 
East Helena, MT 59635 
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Rocky Mtu. Lite-Fonn LTD. 

2815 WylieDr. 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Richaid aiid Yvonue Mattera 
PO Box 6595 
Helena, MT 59604 



Maigaret A. Ore 

PO Box 1604 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Maik audAlaua Johnson 
1800 Cedai- Street 
Helena, MT 59601 



Nancy Bumhain 

2515 Canyon Feiiy Rd. 

Helena, MT 59602 



Jimmy L. Davis 

19905 Bothell-EverettHwy. #608 

Bothell, WA 98012 



ER Land Company, LLC 
3806 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Dean R. Tabbeit 

PO Box 334 

East Helena, MT 59635 



James and Sandra Stiffler 
4276 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Patiick and Judith McKelvey 
2850 Grizzly Gulch Drive 
Helena, MT 59601 



Douglas J. Lyou 
3475 ByrouRoad 
Helena, MT 59602 



Timothy and Tamaia Frederick 
3040 Spokane Creek Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Kimberly Butler and Robert Stewart 
3495 ByrouRoad 
Helena, MT 59602 



Janice M. Biehl 

3225 Spokane Creek Road 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Colleen Edgerley 
3067 Wylie Drive 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Richard andMariaBender 
3422 Keir Lane 
Helena, MT 59602 



John A. Cole 
PO Box 1346 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Big Sky Ready Mix, LLC 
2930 Canyon Feny Road 
Helena, MT 59602 



Morland and Hazel Branniug 
3065 Wylie Drive 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Dale and Judy Mickus 
2128 Fox Drive 
Billings, MT 59102 



Frank and Donna Miller 
3070 Valley Drive 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Ron and DavinaKnauss 
3012 L Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 



Ronald and Cliarla Jo Winterrowd 
1199 Cascade View Lane SE 
Salem, OR 97306 



Paul andFrancille Siisott 

PO Box 687 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Brian Belling 
3055 Valley Drive 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Lighthouse Ministries, Inc. 
nil North Rodney Street 
Helena, MT 59601 



Greg R. and Kathleen M. Potraff 
3293 Ivesia Court 
Helena, MT 59602 
Brent Thompson 

Kai'en Spina 

2611 N. Montana Avenue 

Helena, MT 59601 



-118- 



Canyon Ferry Road; STPS 430-1(5) 1 



Environmental Assessment 



Edwin E. Hoenke 
1400 Birch Stieet 
Helena, MT 59601 

Gerald and Anne Byrd 

5945 Canyon Feiiy Road 
Helena, MT 59602 

Montana Operating Engineers and 
AGC Training Tnist 
3110 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Guy and Madeline Jette and 
Paul, Vincent & Maiy Serunigaid 
3270 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Vernon and Maigaret Miller 
3157 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Robert & Cheryl Leach 
3043 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



John and Betty Brewer 
5965 Canyon Feiiy Road 
Helena, MT 59602 

Montana Operating Engineers 
Associated General Contractors 
3100 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Maik Steven Johnson and 
Roberta Thennis - Johnson 
3065 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Arthur, Jr. and Frances Nelson 
3085 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Leonard and PatiiciaNiemi 
PO Box 6823 
Helena, MT 59604 



Shane O'Brien 

5414 Canyon Feny Road 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Canyon Feny Mini Basket, Inc. 
3012 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



John & Diane O'Brien 
5410 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Richaid and Lavenie Moothait 
5893 Shawn Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 



Kenneth Diehl 

PO Box 779 

East Helena, MT 59635 



L-Drive Tire & Auto, LLC 
3001 L Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 



Jaines and Leslie Jo Darfler 

PO Box 6226 

Helena, MT 59604-6226 



DaleD. &EnidD.Neel 

PO Box 1064 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Clark & Maiy Zastrow 
3418 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



DonaldM. & Deanna Johnson 
Attn: Ben Duffy 
3350 Pine Hills Drive 
Helena, MT 59601 

Fred D. Delaney 

3245 Canyon Feny Road 

East Helena, MT 59635 

Carole Kosena Romey 
3233 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Tom and Gwenette Osborne 
3215 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Jarrod E. & Molly A. Plumnier 
3408 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Curt Bienvagen 

PO Box 4442 

Helena, MT 59604-4442 

John and Gloria Den herder 
3333 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Robert E. & Donna J. Glass 
2KTLane 

Helena, MT 59602 
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John E. Hydes 

5755 Canyon Feiiy Road 

Helena, MT 59602 



Joseph and Nan Tillo 
3087 Meadowlaik Drive 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Dennis and Carol Ogle 
3247 Spokane Creek Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Edward J. & Delpha L. Fenlason 
3735 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Duane A. Schwen 

5758 Canyon Feiiy Road 

Helena, MT 59602-9734 



Darla J. Sautter 

3765 Canyon Feiiy Road 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Darrell C. Hiinmesoete 
17542 West Caidinal Drive 
Goodyear, AZ 85338 



Joseph C. Bradley 

3768 Canyon Feiiy Road 

East Helena, MT 59635 



W. Clifford and Doris Benson 

1017Claggett 

DeerLodge,MT59722 



James and Diane Maxwell 
3797 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Leali J. Ben son -Justice 

1017 Claggett Street 

Deer Lodge, MT 59722-1604 



Timothy and Dorothy Cail 
35 17 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Loren O'Brien 

5410 Canyon Feiiy Road 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Gary and Pearl Petersen 
3575 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Melvin D. & Agnes A. Hamilton 
5620 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



William andBridgett Tielking 
3615 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Donald and Christine Hettinger 
3330 Spokane Creek Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Rhonda K. Leviis 

3625 Canyon Feny Road 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Norman and Phyllis Smith 
Smith Family Tnist 
3242 Spokane Creek Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Hany and Donna Ciilbeitson 
3130 Spokane Creek Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



John W. Johnson 

3635 Canyon Feny Road 

East Helena, MT 59635 

Linda S. Beischel 
Rudy R. Strobbe, Jr. 
3745 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Sheldon R. & Susan Crider 
5753 Canyon Feny Road 
Helena, MT 59602 



Jack and Patsy Obei^weiser 

PO Box 189 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Lakeside Vohmteer File Depailment 
3220 Spokane Creek Road 
East Helena, MT 59635-9740 



Richaid J. Breidenbach 

PO Box 485 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Willis E. & Elizabeth Ransier 

PO Box 191 

East Helena, MT 59635-0191 



Richaid D. Bioadwater 

POBox 251 

East Helena, MT 59635 
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Richaid L. & Janelle M. McBieen 
3677 Caiiyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Roduey and Julie Kriedinan 
3512 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Shawn E. Chailton 
Nicolette L. Kovick 
3510 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Diana M. Hoy 

5905 High Countiy Road 

Helena, MT 59602 

CarlaRothenbiihler 
3500 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

LaiTy A. &LanaM. Chambers 
3454 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Dallas and Vii^inia Mikes 
3444 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

David andKathy Goroski 
3440 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Michael aud Barbara Thomas 
3485 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, Mt 59635 

Dawn M. & Steve M. Maitin 
3495 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Martin and Lynu Nelson 
3535 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Thea D. Steiu 

35 14 Canyon Feny Road 

East Helena, MT 59635 

David E. & Pamela R. Tudor 

3109 Miranda Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 

John aud Thelma Lofmk 

3110 MirandaDrive 
Helena, MT 59602 



Ralph R. & Suzanue Hassler 
3740 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Robert and Joyce Day 
3712 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Gene and Margaret Marker 
3716 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

David and Janet Armstrong 
3708 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

D. Elizabeth Roeth Espelin 
5601 York Road 
Helena, MT 59602 

Ted Moos 

4918 Biidseye Road 

Helena, MT 59602 

Lawrence V. Anderson 
Richaid L. Anderson 
901 N. Ewing 
Helena, MT 59601 

Bei-thold G. & Lynn D. Stumberg 
4992 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Jeffrey S. & Tracy M. Ullrey 
736 Hahn Road 
Helena, Mt 59602-7221 

Nonnan E. & Dailene Scott 
4790 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Dennis and Debbie Wilson 
3131 R Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 

Bany L. & Renee A. Wall 
4650 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

H & I Developmeut, Inc. 
1820 N. Last Chance Gulch 
Helena, MT 59601 

David L. & Geraldine M. Coplin 
3540 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 
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Susan M. McKean 
George K. Rogers 
3536 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Charles and Susau McKean 
3528 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Roxiaune M. Verwoni 
3233 Canyon Feiiy Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Wolfe Storage Properties, LLC 
Attu: Lee M.Wolfe 
3920 McHiigh Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 



William aud Myiii a Summers 

3126 Canyon Feny Road 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Wayne and Ann Miller 

PO Box 222 
Helena, MT 59624 



City of East Helena 

7E. Main 

POBox 1170 

City Hall 

East Helena, MT 59635 

Donald I. And Nancy Bunihain 
25 15 Canyon Feny Road 
Helena, MT 59602 



Ann Wright 

5712 Canyon Feny Road 

East Helena, MT 59635 

Tim Fetlierston 
1266 East Clinton 
East Helena, MT 59635 

Andy Goyins 

2625 Canyon Feny Road 

Helena, MT 59601 



INTERESTED CITIZENS 



Susan & Stephen Mether 
6070 Canyon FeiiyRd. 
Helena, MT 59602 



Nancy & Glen Henderson 
3445 Fames Laue 
Helena, MT 59602 



George T. Hoff 
PO Box 1206 
Helena, MT 59624 



Joseph Dan ah 
675 l" Street 

Helena, MT 59601 



Teny Zimmennan 
357 Mill Road 
Helena, MT 59602 



Jim & Dolly McMaster 

Box 483 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Jim Wilbur 

3720 Meadowlaik Drive 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Bill DeWolf 

2885 Canyon Feny Road 

Helena, MT 59602 



Karla & Will Moots 
7170 Viscaya Road 
Helena, MT 59602 



Rick LePage 

4340 Canyon Feny Road 

Helena, MT 59602 



Dave Hedstrom 
3405 Pinecrest Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 



Nick Smith 

PO Box 3 

East Helena, MT 59635 



Mike Griffm 
5495 York Road 
Helena, MT 59602 



Nate Nelson 
PO Box 755 
East Helena, MT 59635 



Gerald & Coucetta Hutch 
HUE. State 
Helena, MT 59601 



David Cole 
6040 Feny Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 
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Normau McAdams 
POBox 9631 
Helena, MT 59604 

Julie Bulk 
707 Tower St. 
Helena, MT 59601 

KeithA. Stav,D.V.M. 
Bridger Veteriuaiy Hospital 
3104 Green Meadow Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 

LaiTy aud Becky Hornby 
3464 Keir Lane 
Helena, MT 59602 



Heniy Flatow 
1010 Davis St. 
Helena, MT 59601 

Shiiley J. Hiidson 
13 South Ewing St. 
Helena, MT 59601 

Norman Robertson 

P.O.Box 239 

East Helena, MT 59635 

JoAnne Saudereon 
4260 Eagle Bay Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 



Paul Reich ert 

827 12"' Avenue 
Helena, MT 59601 
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P. List of Agencies With Jurisdiction and/or 
Permits Required 

The following agencies have permit requirements applicable to the proposed Canyon Ferry Road 
project: 

U.S. Department of the Army. Corps of Engineers (Regulatory Office) ~ Section 404 
Permit for placing fill material associated with load construction in wetiands or other 
Waters of the U.S. 

U.S. Department of Interior. Bureau of Reclamation - Constiiiction Authorization 
Contract prior to approval of tire project. The agreement would allow entry on federally 
administered easement, the relocation of a portion of tiie Helena Valley Canal near RP 
3.4 and building new highway stinctiires across two sections of the Helena Valley Canal. 

IVIontana Department of Fish. Wiidiife & Parks - 124SPA Permit as required under the 
Montana Stream Protection Act for culvert installations and related work in "No Name" 
Spring Cieek and Spokane Creek. 

IVIontana Department of Environmental Quaiity. Permitting and Compiiance 
Division - Notice of intent to be covered by General Permit for storm water and pollution 
prevention plan in accordance witii Section 4f02/Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimmation 
System. 

Lewis and Clark County - Floodplam Development Permit for the proposed highway 
reconstiiiction if fiitiu'e work encroaches on the delineated floodplains. 

E. List of Other Agencies, Persons, or Groups 
Contacted or that have Contributed Information 

The agencies and individuals below were contacted for information useful to the preparation of 
this Envuonmental Assessment. 

James A. Foster, Manager, Helena Valley Irrigation Distiict 

Janet Stetzer, East Helena Lead Education & Abatement Program 

Ed Mmgel, Mayor, City of East Helena 

Enc Griffin, Lewis & Clark County Public Works Director 

Kathy Harris, City of Helena/Lewis & Clark County Transportation Coordinator (former) 

Sharon Haugen, Lewis & Clark County Planning Director 

Pat Flowers, Region 3 Supervisor, Montana Department of Frsh, Wildlife & Parks 

Robert Habeck, Montana Depaitment of Environmental Quality 

Jeff Ryan, Montana Department of Enviiomnental Quality 

Gary Williams, Montana Depaitinent of Natural Resouices and Conservation, Cential 

Land Office 

Paul Buchi, Postinaster, East Helena, United States Postal Service 

^124= 
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Scott Jackson, United States Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Sen/ice 

Susan Kelly, Area Manager, United States Department of the hiterior. Bureau of 

Reclamation 

Denny Mailey, Postmaster, Helena, United States Postal Service 

Lex Higgle, United States Department of Agncultuie, Natural Resources Conservation 

Service 

Todd Tillinger, United States Army Corps of Er^neers 

R. Mark Wilson, Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Seivice 

Pertinent correspondence from some of these individuals has been mcluded in APPENDIX B. 
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Appendix A: List of Preparers 



The following parties are responsible for the preparation and content of this document: 



Dave Hill, Buieau Chief 

Environmental Services 

Montana Department of Transportation 

P.O. Box 201001 

Helena, MT 59620-1001 



Janice W. Brown, Division Administrator 
Montana Division Office 
Federal Highway Administration 
2880 Skyway Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 



The following consultants assisted the Montana Departinent of Transportation to coordinate, 
develop supporting information, and write this document: 

Robert Peccia & Associates, Inc. 

Consulting Civil Engineers, Planners and Designers 
825 Custer Avenue 
P.O. Box 5653 
Helena, Montana 59604 

Land & Water Consulting, Inc. 

Biological Resources/Hazardous Waste Consultants 
801 North Last Chance Gulch 
P.O. Box 239 
Helena, MT 59624 

Renewable Technologies, Inc. 

Cultiual Resomce Consultants 
511 Metals Bank Building 
Butte, MT 59701 

Big Sky Acoustics, LLC 

Noise Consultant 
P.O. Box 27 
Helena, MT 59624 

SKGeotechnical 

Geoteclinical Engmeering Consultant 
2611 Gabel Road, P.O. Box 80190 
Bmings,MT 59108-0190 



Eclipse Engineering, Inc. 

Structural Engineering Consultant 
235 North 1st St. West, 2nd Floor 
Missoula, MT 59802 
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Appendix B: Correspondence Pertinent 
to this Project 



HEX^ENA. VALX.E V I RFt X GAT X OlSF D X STR X OT 

3840 North Montana Avenue 

Helena, Montana 59602 

(406) 442-3292 Fax (406-442-8923 

hvideinitco . net 



August 3, 2001 

Robert Peccia & Associates 
Daniel M. Norderud, AICP 

P.O. Box 5653 

Helena, MT 59604 

Dear Mr. Norderud, 

I received your letter dated July 27, 2001 regarding the Canyon 
Ferry Road project STPS 430-1(5) 1;HDT Control No. 4480. 

In your letter you refer to the replacement of a bridge where the 
road crosses our main canal. I am assuming that are referring to 
the bridge approximately 3/4 of a mile east of Lake Helena Drive. 

Since this action involves a federal easement, NEPA and MEPA 
requirements must be addressed. A Special Use Permit from the 
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) is required. Bridge design drawings 
and specifications must be submitted along with pertinent 
information from the EA. The irrigation District will require that 
the bridge be a clear span design and that construction is done 
during the off-season (October 15 through April 15) so that no 
water deliveries are interrupted. 

The permit process with the Bureau of Reclamation takes several 
months to complete so you may want to get started. I would be 
happy to work with you on the permit and forward information to the 
BOR. If you have any questions, fe61 free to contact me. 




-CZ^ 



a. -toster, manager 
Helena valley irrigation district 
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Date sent: Tue, 07 Aug 2001 07:51 :1 3 -0600 

From: "Kattiy Harris" <KHARRIS@ci.helena.mt.us> 

To: <dan@rpa-hln.com> 

Copies to: <mlincoln@aeromt.org> 

Subject: Mailing List for Canyon Ferry Road 

Dan, 

I received your request for project info for this project (STPS 
430-1(5), CN 4480). I am working on tracking down proposed 
transportation project and wiii respond by 8/24. You can check the 
City webpage for a listing of what (I know) is active for the next 2 
year period at: 

http : //www. ci . heleno . mt. us/com mu n ity/tra nsportation/activitles. html 

Additionally, could you add the following person to your 
mailing/contact list? Margo Lincoln Chair, transportation Choices 
Committee (sub-committee of TCC) 432 N Last Chance Gulch Helena, MT 
59601 443-7272 mlincoln@aeromt.org 

Thanks and good luck on this project. Sounds like a challenge.... 

Kathy Harris, P.E. 

City/County Transportation Coordinator 
316 North Park Avenue, Room 438 
Helena, MT 59623 
phone: 406.447.8457 
fax: 406.447.8460 
kharris@ci.helena.mt.us 



Dan Norderud ~ 1 - Tue, 7 Aug 2001 07:57:10 





United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

MONTANA FIELD OFFICE 
100 N.PARK, SUITE 320 

HELENA, MONTANA 59601 
PHONE (406) 449-5225, FAX (406) 449-5339 

M.44 MDT (I) August 8, 200 1 

Daniel Norderud 
Robert Peccia & Associates 
PO Box 5653 
825 Custer Avenue 
Helena, Montana 59604 

Dear Mr. Norderud: 

This is in response to your July 27 letter regarding Montana Department of Transportation's 
proposal to reconstruct 1 3 kilometers of Secondary Highway 430 near Helena in Lewis and Clark 
County, Montana {Canyon Ferry Road; STPS 430-1(5)1; Control No. 4480). Your letter 
requested a project specific list of threatened and endangered (T/E) species from the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Service) . These comments have been prepared under the authority of, and in 
accordance with, the provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et. seq.) and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et. seq.). 

The Service reviewed the proposed project and determmed that mountain plovers (Charadrixis 
montanus), which are proposed for listing as a threatened species, and black-tailed prairie dogs 
iCynomys ludovicianus), a candidate species, may be present within the action area. However, 
considering the specific scope, nature and location of this project, we do not anticipate any 
project related adverse impacts to T/E, proposed or candidate species, or any critical habitat. 

Your letter did not indicate whether wetlands might be impacted by the proposed project. If so. 
Corps of Engineers (Corps) Section 404 permits may eventually be required. In that event, 
depending on permit type and other factors, the Service may be required to review permit 
applications and will recommend any protection or mitigation measures to the Corps as may 
appear reasonable and prudent based on the information available at that time. 

This concludes consultation on this project and no iurther review under S.7 of the Act is 
necessary. We appreciate your efforts to consider and conserve fish and wildlife resources, 
including T/E species. If you have questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Scott 
Jackson, of my staff, at (406)449-5225, ext. 201. 

Sincerely, 

-^- '■ - R. Mark Wilson 

i^Q 1 3 ZGOl Field Supervisor 




LEWIS & CLARK CONSERVATION DISTRICT 



790 Colleen Street • Helena, Montana 59601 • 449-5000 ext. 1 12 • Fax (406) 449-5039 



August 14, 2001 

Daniel M. Norderud, AICP 
Environmental Planner 
Robert Peccia & Associates, Inc. 
825 Custer Avenue 
Helena, MT 59604 

RE: Canyon Ferry Road 

Dear: Mr. Norderud 

Enclosed are the aerial photos showing soil delineations that you requested for 
the Canyon Ferry Road reconstruction project. The following soils have been 
designated as prime, state wide, local, or other importance: 

33C: State Wide Importance 

33B: Prime Importance 
137B: Local Importance 
218A: State Wide Importance 
306A: Other Importance 
406A: Other Importance 
413A: Prime and State Wide Importance 
513A: State Wide Importance 
533B: State Wide Importance 
569A: State Wide Importance 

If you have any questions please call me at 449-5000 ext. 112. 



Sincerely, 



CONSERVATION DISTRICT 




Chris Evans 

District Administrator 
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East Helena Lead Education & Abatement Program 

#2 South Morton 

PO Box 1231 

East Helena, MT 59635 

(406)227-8451 



June 8, 2002 

Mr. Mark Lambrecht 
Robert Peccia and Associates 
825 Custer Avenue 
Helena, MT 59604 

Dear Mr. Lambrecht, 

It was my pleasure to speak with you on the phone recently. 

I have discussed your concerns with our advisory committee and they agree that there is 
minimal risk of your laborers encountering dangerously elevated lead levels in the soil 
along Canyon Ferry Road. Typically, soil lead levels in that area are very close to 
background level. Although flooding has occurred in the area between Wylie Drive and 
Valley Drive, we have no evidence of dangerously elevated lead levels in that area. As a 
standard precaution, I would recommend the following basic hygiene practices: 

• Do not eat or smoke in the work area. 

• Wash well before eating or smoking. 

• Do not wear work clothes or shoes into your home. 

• Wash work clothes separately from children's clothing. 

• Do not allow pets or children in the work area. 

Thank you for your inquiry. If I canbeof further assistance, please call me at 227-8451. 
Best regards. 





Janet SteUer, RS 
'Program Coordinator 




m 1 7 2002 

ROBERT PECCIA 
& AS£ iAtW 




PTEX.liijISFA 



3S40 North MnntniTn Avenue 

Helena, KoiiLaiia. by602 

(406) 442-3292 
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September 17, 2002 

Robert P>ecr;-itT Si Associates 
Mr, Tom Cavajrxaugh, P.E. 
r.O. BOK 5653 
Helena^ MT 59ci04 




sab:ject: Highway HDT Project J4o. STPS 430-l-(5)l 
Canyon Ferry Road Preliminary Plan 



Dear Mr. Cavanaugh., 

He discusserf the proposed replacement bridges that cross the Helena 
Valley Canal, We support the replacHjnert of the bridge;? so long 
as they are a clear span design- 

We have a concern with the design nn sheet 4^. Vcinr design shows 
that the now highway easement will tiut into our existing canal 
easement- This is unacceptable for several reasons. Firsts the 
removal oE bank material could coitiprowi ae the br^nk stability 
integrity. Second, our access road would be eliminated preventing 
maintenance equipment and ditch riders acccsE to the north side of 
the canal. 



Whftii we spoke about tills, you indicated that you would try to 
purchase right of way south of the cnn.il and if grade would allow^ 
move this stretch of canal south leaving us with the same easement 
dimensions as original. 

Please get back to me before the mdI' October 7 meeting regarding 
o«r concerns. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 




JAMES A. FOSTER, MANAGER 

HELENA VALLEY IRRIGATTO^f DISTRICT 



cc: Michael Petrunis 

JBurea^^ of Eeclamation 
Montana Area omce 
P.O. Box J u 1 :] 7 

Dillingsy MT 59107-fi]:57 
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IN REPLY 
REFER TO: 

MT-432 

LND-6.00 



United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Great Plains Regioo 

Montana Area Office 

P.O. Box 30137 

Billings, Montana 59107M)]37 



SEPTEMBER 2 4 20K 
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ROBERT PECCIA 
Robert Peccia and Associates * ^ \TES 

Attn: Tom Cavanaugh 
P.O. Box 5653 
Helena, MX 59604 

Subject: Highway MDT Project No. STPS 430-1(5)1 

Designation; Canyon Ferry Road, Helena Valley Road 

Dear Mr. Cavanaugh: 

We have reviewed the preliminary plans for the subject project and offer the following comments 
in regard to the Helena Valley Canal. 

Canvon Ferrv Road Stationing 48+40 to 49+80 ^ 46 C^y^ 

The road configuration shown on Sheet 5 is unacceptable. The road may not cut into the 
canal bank as presently shown. The road must either be moved north or arrangements be 
made to move the canal south. Under either scenario, the following conditions must be 
met: 

1 . The cross section of the canal prism and banks must remain the same as the 
dimensions of the existing canal section. 

2. The width of the existing O&M road must be maintained. 

3. The overall width of the canal and O&M road right-of-way must be maintained. 

4. If the canal is moved, the minimimi radius of any curve in the canal must be no less 
than ten times the width of the water surface at the normal operating elevation of the 
canal. 



A Century of Water for the West 
1902-2002 



CanvoD Ferry Road Stationing 87+66 

The new bridge shall be a clear span, meet all federal and state design requirements, and 
have a miniinum distance from high canal water siirface elevation to bottom span 
elevation of 2 feet. 

Canyon Ferry Road Stationing 162+05 

The new bridge shall be a clear span, meet all federal and state design requirements, and 
have a minimum distance from high canal water surface elevation to bottom span 
elevation of 2 feet. 

In regards to your August 5, 2002 inquiry about the timber stock bridge that crosses the Helena 
Valley Canal at approximate canal stationing 705+40, Reclamation has an easement granted 
November 7, 1 957 from Nickolaus and Catherine Poeppmg (copy enclosed), on the lands 
identified. There is no reference to the bridge in the easement. If it is determined that a new 
bridge is necessary, you will need to send us a written request for an Acknowledgement of 
Easement Crossing. Also, to ensure that your proposed project does not interfere with 
Reclamation's dominant easement, a subservient easement needs to be procured from the 
imderlying landowner, if applicable. The new bridge would be required to clear span the canal 
and have a minimum distance from the high canal water surface to bottom span elevation of 2 
feet. 

I will not be available to attend the October 7* design review meeting; however, if you have any 
questions or need any other information conceming the canal m relation to the widening of 
Canyon Feny Road, please contact me at (406) 247-7312. 



Sincerely, 




Enclosure 

cc: Helena Valley frrigation District 
Attn: Jim Foster 
3840 North Montana 
Helena, MT 59602 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

Great Plains Region 

Montana Area Office 

P.O. Box 30137 

Billings, Montana 59107-0137 



FEBRUARY 14 to03 
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Robert Peccia and Associates 
Attn: Tom Cavanaugh 
P.O. Box 5653 
825 Custer Avenue 
Helena, MT 59604 

Subject: Highway MDT Project No. STPS 430-1(5)1 
Designation: Canyon Ferry Road 
Helena Valley Road 

Dear Mr. Cavanaugh: .. ■ i : 

Inresponsetoyourletter of January 13, 2003, we offer the following comments: ' 

■ ■ ■ I 
1. Bureau of Reclamation Contact Person 

For this project, please address correspondence as follows: Ms. Susan Kelly, Area Manager 
Montana Area Office P.O. Box 30137, Billings, MT 59107-0137 Attention: Mike Petronis. 

Concerning the permitting process. Reclamation wdll not require a special use permit because 
our right-of-way for the land is an easement rather than fee title interest. However, 
Reclamation will require the processing of a Construction Authorization Contract prior to 
approval of the project. Please see Response 4. below for further information. Mike Petronis 
will work with the appropriate persons in our office to process your requests and attempt to 
simplify the commimications process for your office. Please continue to provide copies of all 
correspondence to Jim Foster. 

2. Minimum Cover Requirements over Siphons 

In regards to the minimum cover requirements over siphons. Reclamation design standards 
state; "At all siphons crossing under roads other than farm roads and siphons crossing imder 
railroads, a mininium of -3 feet of (compacted) earth cover should be provided. If roadway 
ditches exist and are extended over the pipe, the minimum distance from the ditch to the top 
of the pipw should be 2 feet (of compacted backfill)." If the cover over the pipe is less than 3 
feet at any location. Reclamation will also require that a concrete cap be installed over the 
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2 
siphon pipe to protect it from any future excavation activities. In addition, the final design of 
the roadway over the siphon will need to be submitted to Reclamation's Great Plains 
Regional Office Technical Services Group for approval. Depending on the degree of 
reduction of cover over the siphon, Reclamation may require inspectionof the inside of the 
siphon pipe to ensure its integrity prior to approval of the road construction. 

3. Subsurface Utility Engineering 

Reclamation concurs with the proposal to perform "soft locates" using a vacuum excavator on 
all of Reclamation's buried structures that will remain in place. Please notify us at least ten 
days in advance of these excavating activities so we may have the opportunity to witness the 
excavating process. 

4. Proposed Canal Relocation Right of Sta. 49+00 (Project Stationing) 

Since Reclamation holds an easement from the underlying landowner for the section of canal 
that is to be relocated, we recommend the following process for completion of the canal 
relocation: 

a. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) will need to acquire a permanent 
easement in the name of the Bureau of Reclamation for the area where the new canal will 
be located and provide our office with the appropriate documentation. If you have any 
questions regarding the existing canal easement, please contact our Realty Specialist, 
Susan Stiles at 406-247-7316. 

b. Once documentation of the new easement is received, specifications and drawings for the 
canal relocation will need to be approved by Reclamation. There are two options for 
completion of the specifications and drawings: 

(1) You may utilize Reclamation's design standards (available from George Gliko, Civil 
Engineer, Great Plains Regional Office Technical Services Group, 406-247-7651) to 
develop specifications and drawings for the canal relocation and submit them to this 
office. Mr. Petronis w^ll coordinate with Reclamation's Great Plains Regional Office 
Technical Services Group for review and approval, or 

(2) You may request that Reclamation's Great Plains Regional Office Technical Services 
Group develop the specifications and drawings for the canal relocation and submit 
them to you for your use. The cost for development of the specifications and 
drawings must be provided to Reclamation in advance of commencement of the 
work. 

In either case, the final canal relocation specifications and drawings should be submitted 
to your contractor for inclusion into the overall scope of work. Reclamation vAll send a 
Construction Inspector to inspect the work performed by your contractor during the canal 
relocation to ensure the work meets the requirements of the specifications. Depending on 



the duration of the construction, Reclamation may require reimbursement for the 
Construction Inspector's activities. 

c. Once documentation of the new easement is received and final construction plans are 
approved by our office, Reclamation will prepare a Construction Authorization Contract 
to be signed by our office and MDT. The Construction Authorization Contract will 
contain provisions necessary to: 

(1) Protect the Helena Valley Canal and associated laterals and siphons from damage. 

(2) Ensure unrestricted flow and adequate water quality in the Helena Valley Canal. 

(3) Not diminish the ability to operate, maintain and access the Helena Valley Canal. 

(4) Protect and provide for the unrestricted use of Reclamation's easement for the Helena 
Valley Canal. 

(5) Prevent an unreasonable burden of liability to Reclamation. 

d. In order to ensure uninterrupted delivery of irrigation water, construction related to the 
relocation of the canal must be scheduled to guarantee the operation of the canal between 

April 1 and October 1 . (i.e. the canal may be out of service only from October 2 to 
March 31). 

In regards to your January 6th inquiry concerning drawings for the bridge at Helena Valley Canal 
stationing 183+52, we have searched our records and have only located drawing 596-D-162. 
This is the same drawing as was provided to you by Mr. Jim Foster. Apparently the bridge was 
not constructed as was originally planned or was modified since its original construction. In 
either case, the records for this modification are unavailable. If you have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact Mike Petronis at 406-247-7312. 

Sincerely, 



Susan J. Kelly 
Area Manager 




U S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 


PART 1 (To be completed by Federal Agency) 


Date of Land Evaluation Request February 27, 2003 


Name of Project 

CANYON FERRY ROAD 

STPS 430-1 (5) 1; Control No. 4480 


Federal Agency Involved 

U.S. DOT Federal Highway Administration/ 

Montana Department of Transportation 


Proposed Land Use 

Road Reconstruction and New R/W 


L.ounty and state 

Lewis and Clark County, Montana 


PART II (To ke completed by SCS) 


Date Request Received by SCS 2/27/03 


Does the site contain pnme unique, statewide or local important farmland'? Yes No 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form). ^ CH 


Acres 
Irrigated 

9 T2 


Average Farm Size 
1633 


rviajor cropfs; 

Barley, Winter Wheat, Alfalfa 


Farmable Land in Govt. Junsdiction 
Acres % 


Amount of Farm 
Acres 45.8 


and As Defined in FPPA 
% 


Name of Land Evaluation System Used 
LESA 


Name of Local Site Assessment 
System Lewis ana Cla* 


Date Land Evaluation Returned by SCS 
3/4/03 


PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) Land Evaluation Information 


Alternative Site Rating 


Proposed Action 


Alternatives 


Existing Highway 
(No-Action) 


A Total Acres To Be Converted Directly (Area of farmland wittiin new R/W) 


43.8 


NA 


0.0 


B Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 


0.9 


NA 


0.0 


C Total Acres in Site (Total Acres of New or Existing Rigtit-of-Way) 


141.5 


NA 


41.8 


PART IVfTo be completed by SCS) Land Evaluation Information 








A. Total Acres Of Prime And Unique Farmland 


6 




1.7 


B Total Acres Of Statewide or Local Important Farmland 


27 




8 


C Percentage Of Farmland in County or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 


.04 




.01 


D Percentage Of Farmland in Govt Julstliction yyitfi Same Or Higher Relative Value 










PART V (To be completed by SCS) Land Evaluation Critenon 

Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of to 100 Points) 


65 




65 


PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658 5(b) 


Maximum 
Points 








1 Area in Nonurban Use 


15 


12 






2 Perimeter in Nonurban Use 


10 


8 






3 Percent of Site Being Farmed 


20 


10 






4 Protection Provided by State and Local Government 


20 









5 Distance From Urban Builtup Area 


N/A 


- 






6 Distance to Urban Support Services 


N/A 


- 






7 Size of Present Farm Unit Compared to Average 


10 


g 






8 Creation of Nonfarmable Farmland 


25 









9 Availability of Farm Support Seivices 


5 


5 






10 On-Farm Investments 


20 


20 






11. Effects of Conversion on Farm Support Services 


25 









12 Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 


10 


5 






TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 


160 


69 






PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 










Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 


100 


65 






Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
Site assessmer]t) 


160 


69 






TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 


260 


134 






biie beieciea: 
Action As Proposed 


uate OTbeie 


tion J-4-oJ 


was a Local i^ite Assessment used'i. 
Yes No ESI 


Keason i-or 


|i.'ee instructions on reverse side/ 








F 
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STEPS IN PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 



Step 1 - Federal agencies involved in proposedprojects that may convert farmland, as defined in tlie Farmland Protection 
Policy Act (FPPA) to nonagri cultural uses, will initially complete Parts I and III of form. 

Step 2 - Originator will send copies A, B, and C together with maps indicating locations of site(s), to the Soil 
Conservation Service (SCS) local field office and retain copy D for tlieir files. (Note: SCS has a field office in most 
counties in the U.S. The field office is usually located in the county seat. A list of field office locations are available from 
the SCS State Conservationist in each state). 

Step 3 - SCS will, witliin 45 calendar days after receipt of form, make a determination as to whetlier the site(s) of tlie 
proposed project contains prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland. 

Step 4 - hi cases where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by tlie proposed project, SCS field offices will 
complete Parts 11, IV, and V of tliefomi. 

Step 5 - SCS will return copy A andB of tlie form to the Federal agency involved in tlie project. Copy C will be retained 
for SCS records. 

Step 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Parts VI and VII of the form. 

Step 7 - The Federal agency involved in tlie proposed project will make a determination as to whether tlie proposed 
conversion is consistent with tlie FPPA and the agency s internal policies. 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 

Part I : In completing the County and State questions list all the local governments that are responsible for local land 
controls where site{s) are to be evaluated. 

Part III: In completing item B (Total Acres to Be Converted Indirectly), include the following: 

1. Acres not being directly converted but tliat would no longer be capable of being faimed after the conversion, because 
the conversion would restrict access to them. 

2. Acres planned to receive services fiom an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justification (e.g. highways, 
utilities) that will cause a direct conversion. 

Part VI: Do not complete Part VI if a local site assessment is used. 

Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in 658.5(b) of CFR. In cases of corridor-type 

Erojects such as transportation, powerline and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not apply and will be weighted zero, 
owever, criterion # S will be weighted a maximum of 25 points, and criterion #1 1 a maximum of 25 points. 

Individual Federal agencies at the national level, may assign relative weights among tlie 12 site assessment criteria other 
than tliose shown inlhe FPPA rule. In all cases where otlier weights are assigned, relative adjustments must be made to 
maintain the maximum total weight points at 160. 

In rating alternative sites, Federal agencies shall consider each of tlie criteria and assign points within tlie limits established 
in the FPPA rule. Sites most suitable for protection under these criteria will receive the highest total scores, and sites least 
suitable, the lowest scores. 

Part VII: In computing the Total Site Assessment Points , where a State or local site assessment is used and the total 
maximum number of points is other than 160, adjust the site assessment points to abase of 160. Example: if tlie Site 
Assessment maximum is 200 points; and alternative Site A is rated 180 points: 

Total Points assigned to Site A = 180x 160 = 144 points for Site A 
Maximum points possible 200 
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February 14, 2002 

JONAXLINE -y- 

MDT 

2701 PROSPECT AVENUE 

PO BOX 201001 

HELENA MONTANA 59620 1001 



RE: STPS 430-1(5)1 Canyon Ferry Road Control No. 4480 

Dear Jon, 

Our records show that site 24LC1062 was left unresolved on a consultation with the 
BOR, and not as you say in your letter. Since the BOR may own the irrigation system 
components, it is important that we hear from them before w^e comment on the other 
irrigation properties listed in this report. We concur with your findings of eligibility on 
sites 24LC1688, 24LC1689, and 24LC1690 in that they are determined to be not eUgible 
to the register. 

If you have any questions or concerns about the points presented, please call me at (406) 
444-0388. ^ 



Smcerely, 





Jpsef J Warhank 
leview & Compliance Officer 

File: MDT/2002 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Great Plains Region 

-. Montana Area Office 

':^^ P.O. Box 30137 

^-u! Billings. Montana 59107-0137 
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Dr. Mark Baumler 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Montana Historical Society 
PO Box 201202 - :.". 

HelenaMT 59620-1202 



*WY 10 20K 



Subject: Notification of Consultation - Canyon Ferry Road Highway Project STPS 

430-1(5)1, Lewis and Clark County, Montana MTAO Project No. HV-02-029 

Dear Mark: 

The Montana Area Office (MTAO) of the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has been 
consulted in regards to the proposed Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) Project 
titled: Canyon Ferry Road Highway Project STPS 430-1(5)1, Lewis and Clark County, Montana. 

I have reviewed the report titled: A Cultural Resource Inventory (Rossillon, 2001) and have 
found it adequate in its review of cultural resources. This report was provided your office by Jon 
Axline, Historian of the MDT Environmental Services section. In his cover letter to your office 
dated January 28, 2002, he states: "...RTI recorded eight irrigation ditches within the APE 
(24LC1691-1698). The ditches are covered under the terms of the MDT's irrigation ditch 
programmatic agreement and no determinations of eligibility for National Register purposes are 
required." 

The above statement is in error. Various portions of the Helena Valley Irrigation Unit 
(24L1C 1 062) are impacted. This includes the main canal and latends. As stated on page 23 of 
the above-mentioned report, these features are portions of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation's 
(BOR) Helena Valley Unit. As you are aware. Reclamation features are not covered by the 
MDT programmatic agreement as the BOR is not a signatory. Determinations of eligibility for 
National Register purposes are therefore required. 
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upon review of the documentation found in A Cultural Resource Inventory (Rossillon, 2001) we 
feel that the proposed Canyon Ferry Road Highway Project STPS 430-1(5)1 does not alter any 
of the characteristics of the Helena Valley Irrigation Unit is such a way as to diminish the 
qualifying characteristics that would make it eligible for the National Register. We feel that a 
finding of No historic properties affected would be appropriate. 

We are providing a copy of this letter to Jon Axline, MDT so that he may consult with your 
office in regards to this project. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (406) 247-7329 or by e-mail at 
wvincentfSigp.usbr.Bov. 



Sincerely, 

William B. Vincent 
Area Archaeologist 



cc: Jon Axline, Historian 

Environmental Services Unit 
Montana Department of Transportation 
PO Box 201001 
Helena MT 59620-1001 



. ;,*■ ■' 






.\;'- ,.tf.i?:fe 




IN REPLY 
REFER TO: 



United States Department of the Interior 

UREAU OF RECLAMATION 



J i^ULl*' i^ElN 



MAY 1 3 2002 



Great Plains Region 

Montana Area Office 
P.O. Box 30137 



: l-^1''R'^XS^II^".i l3l Billings, Montana 59107-0137 



K-j^l^.^^^*"^^-^ 



■ MT-227 
ENV3.00 




MASTER FiL, 
COPY 



Mf IQ ZKK 



Jon Axline, Historian 

Environmental Services Unit 
■- MontanaDepartment of Transportation 
^ PC Box 201001 
,' Helena MT 59620-1001 ■ . ■ 

Subject: Copy of Letter to SHPO on Canyon Ferry Road Highway Project STPS 430-1(5)1 

Dear Jon; 



Enclosed is a copy of a letter I sent to the SHPO in regards to the above-mentioned project. As 
you know. Bureau of Reclamation Systems are not covered by the programmatic agreement 
(PA). Since the Helena Valley Irrigation Unit (24LC 1 062) is impacted, a determination of 
eligibility or a finding of no historic properly affected is required. 

The enclosed letter states that the Montana Area Office feels that the proposed project will not 
impact 24LC 1 062 in such a way as to make it ineligible for the National Register. We 
recommend that you request a finding of No historic properties affected from the SHPO. 
When you receive concurrence from his office, please send us a copy. 

Please keep in mind as the project progresses to have MDT continue to coordinate the project 
with Mike Petronis (engineering) and Sue Stiles (realty). They may be reached at 
(406) 247-7312, and (406) 247-7316, respectively. 



Sincerely, 






Enclosure 










William B. Vincent 
Area Archaeologist 
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Jon Axline, Historian 

Environmental Services 

Montana Department of Transportation 

2701 Prospect Avenue 

P.O. Box 201001 

Helena, MT 59620-1001 

Subject: Canyon Ferry Road Addendum, STPS 430-1(5)1, Control No. 4480 

Dear Mr. Axline: 

Thank you for the copy of the addendum to the cultural resource report for the above listed 
project in Lewis and Clark Coimty. 

We agree with the recommendation in the report that the Helena Valley Irrigation Unit 
(24LC1062) is not eligible for the National Register because of its recent construction. A copy 
of the Determination of Effect when received will be appreciated. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at 406-247-7329 or by e-mail at 
w-vincent@ g p.usbr. gov. 



Sincerely, 




William B. Vincent 
Area Archaeologist 
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Montana Historical Society 

225 North Roberrs * P.O. Box 201201 * Helena, MT 59620-1201 
* (406) 444-2694 * FAX (406) 444-2696 + www.montanahistoricalsociety.org* 

Januaxy3,2003 RECEIVED 

JAN 6 2003 
JONAXLEME 

MDT 

2701 PROSPECT AVENUE 

PO BOX 201001 

HELENA MONTANA 59620 1001 . 



RE: STPS 430-1(5)1 Canyon Ferry Road (Addendum) Control No. 4480 
Dear Jon, 

We can concur that the Charles Mann Farmstead (24LC1762) is not eUgible for the 
Register. We are a little unclear as to what you want on the Helena Valley Irrigation 
Unit (24LC1062). After reviewing the letter from Bill Vincent dated 10 May 2002, we 
would concur that due to the design of the project you will not affect it, but since we 
have no additional information on the site, it will remain unresolved as to eUgibihty. 

If you have any questions about any points that I have made, you may call me at (406) 
444-0388. 



Sincerely, 





osef J/Warhank 
Review & Comphance Officer 

file: MDT/2003 
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NFL lineman dies . Tetanus rationing 

dies afTersu/l-ermg from heal stroke I IB ^J^ naionlng in Lewis and Clark Couniy I SA 
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Driver beware 

Canyon Ferry Road becoming known for its bad wrecks 




BTOUtlHYMh FAflirr 

\Vhsa MonEanfl Highway 

jpondE 10 B ri'reck on Cunyan 
:rrj' RuiiJ, he gnTa his Keelh 
•d hop^s for (h* bear 

Unfariiinindly, during The 
mraer TT-nr-th^ (:^[>tdall>', no 
riQiinr af wishful chinking con 
flse The fact ihflE the wrecks 
ing rliBE BireEch uf rQFLil Esrir 

Helena likely wjII uivojve 
iarie^ — and AonieElmes, 
{eliTJea. he added. 
-''Tnal's wJifli wt tvpecc 
]en we Jktffld our there in the 
jnmyr month 9," Tooley a aid. 
T]UiLsaiLJ,ai]ddespJti}ii 



recent rarth of injury AculdeiiL^ 

an thtj dflcandery highway 
Including e ffitBl wreck, Tooiey 
explained [hfll he wduldn'c 
charactErize the papular route 
10 Canyon Ferry LbVs as a dan- 
gerous road. 

"J don't rhink the ruiti itaelf 
[$ dangf^oui," he aald. "[I's 
Ju^T rh^T all [he facraru rhar 
cause craahes are wpy up on 
thai road a[ EhLs umeof yeai." 

During [he winter momha, 
thE volume of irafficon 
Canyoi] Ferry Road is down 
and motoristB appear Co cake 
factors $uch aa rood condition 
ijerioualy, Tuolty said 
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Canyon Ferry Road Injury Accidents 



|DT: Road in good shape, but could use some improvements 



ey UPOLrNM MiiFt 

TearlTHi^ up Canyoji Ferry Road 
d Infiiallbg a four-iane highway 
Lliplacu wuuld prMbably bean 
ireuie meB&Lire to flddresa u per- 
fred danger an the popular roule 
" nyon Ferry Lake. 



"]V& a faidy decent ruad rjghl 
now if people drive a', a reasonable 
speed and pay n[itnl ion," oceord- 
ing tu Jason Giard, distnct tingl- 
nKftr with the Maniana Deptirlmenl 
of Transportation. 

However, a liitSe Improvement 
wouldn't hurl, he added. 

In fact, road crawa an 



immeratid in s Sl.75 million projoci 
that will reton&lmci and ruali^n 
Canyon Ferry Read near \\5 inter- 
atittion with York Road, 

The milc-Jong pnjjeci removes 
the curve* that Giard aaltt have 
cEflimed the lives of aboui HI pei?- 
pie In ihepaat 10 yearSn widens the 
road to accomcnudaie two 12-roDl 



driving lancji and replfl(^e!i a 
bridac. 

IX^DT employees aniicipate the 
project will be completed and open 
[omoiorists Ihia fall 

OFiiciflta also uiCend to align 
York RoQd to znoet Canyon Ferry 

Mart VlOt. pose fOA 



IPC expects approval for sale to Northwestern 



Suspended do 
alleged to be 
treating patiei 

Shodair denies cl 
of former emplov 

B) BSB ANEZ 

Assacr'ah'^ Pre ss Wmer 

HELENA — A psychialrisi "-hu lai 
Iicen!ji? fjver fllJegfluons he uiec] drug 
h/pnosls io convince a paliem the Id 
scores of people in salanic rlTuela, ha 
involved m ireaiing patients ot a chil 
hospila] here, Bomt former empJeyn 
charge. 

They ■old The Asiocialed Pies* Ih 
Bennett Braun hud ilirecr parienc am 
recrommtindLsd diagnoses and rreatnli 
panicipBied in iherapy sessions v,tA 
whan he firsi came co work al Sbndfi 
drcn's Haspilal ^ 

A hospital o^ecui I ^'e denies ^ V 
hiir ihe claims prooipTed an m^ulfyt 
■zalb in [he sisEe Depanmenl of MM 
and Human Scrs [cm s'^=";>i 

~1] ihese acLu^iions nv BcfWgiig 
\'i![y .aincerneJ," saad Gail Gi^ 
dire.: tor, "(Ihildrcq servc.1 as i 
Yer> ti'LiiiicrabJe aEkJ d^'re i 
ciai profectktiL'' 

Tbe tonair sutiets aid I 
rimii'a l i^iiii iiii mnf ihmi h ^i nri 

dRB'iaakl«r4'^muiiitiL*niB 

■V kc k^ brquciu dMisoa KiOuik 
" '~ H]ri BiM Ci t fl j Hfx 
iwB (bt ko^iiil «e4 ipv 
M«ptl«l npon* •■ Ai^ 
M< n^HMi them tamnd p«riBEi 

"•^r irimmniil. liii I li Wbi 

nBdW- taria* jmn mul 'iiiiiiii r i r 




Hardee's worker 
accused of $34,g 
embezzling sclie 



airuniiiM 
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Linn MnnTHnp Pnu/pr'MiTnrV H 
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T^uheleoa residentii 
csttrpa tti liiegedif n 
S34.KU trnn UArdM-*«nr ■ I , 

LgHu mm! Otti fnmtt pi imi imiiii 
charge] If ilxa br acEBinMCT ^t^ 
Oocald iMf Fn^BH. Zr.a^^k^^ 
Burke, ;2.ibusBek 

Juslux of Uie Peki A'il£r Jeadl K 
for ihe pur ii tto.uCQ ifuea 

According in coun docuiueatf. Fr*e 
*AE dnipluyed as an Anisiat^i mMna^Ki 
fast food reslaorani while Rurkeiifli 
employed as a shifi leader. 

Investigaiors belie I'elnaE, under Ihi 
linn of Freeman and Uurke, employee? 
me the drive-Ilirtiuth windui^at [he bi 
foUov^ed mappi'Qpriaie operaiinn pruc. 
IhaT allowed Freeman and Burke w pi* 
profiLs from [he huslnoas ai a rale luat 
time!, exceeded SI 00 a night 

According lo wirnesses, Ihcp^nreoc 
Uljeil their suhordinalej to cucimivenl 
ay safeguards a^alnsi ihefi b>' mtmia 
them ro refrain from puncliiDK Jrdcni 
The [IHvE'ThroLjgh iriio tlu auev'h 
By passing ordcniotlg^^M^g 
Intleadof by i - - -- 

1y> ..L4 » ■ 
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MDT: Consultant has 
been hired for work 



contlnuid frchm 1A 

Rood fit E 9Q'^esTes on^le, or a 
'T" tnlersecllfln in^ieafT af the 

WJthtna few years, Giaid 
Rflid, The city plans ta cxiend 
Yurk Rntil further wesl, allow- 

mp Traffic 

AISD on the drnwiug board 
al MDT is ^ plan to extend 
road im]3rDvemerLtG on ID 
miles of Canyon Ferri' from 
whoftd lim (Current prujeci ler- 
mmate^ To Ihe inlerr^ection of 
^anyUD Ftrcy and Spokane 
2resk roads. 

According IQ Glaril, a ton- 
jiiltani has been hired to fJeiib 
jkJt the details of I be project 
jEtiraatcd to cost between S7 
jiillluii and $a mtlllan and eo 
jegin in 2004. 

"We're really just getting 
itarLtid," ht said. ^WhtrK we 
'5 wjj[h It 15 kmd of up ta the 
sndownera and the county 
;o[nmis&iimer&." 

Recunslraciion af Ihe rami 
mH include rebuilding I be 
existing roadbed id make it 
vjder, ineiuding shoulders and 
urn lane;^. New pavE^mmil will 
)e laid, sbfirp cutveb will be 
dicnioaied And aieep bUI^ will 
le reduced lo a lesser erade 
Giiifd said engineers have 
101 made any determtnalion 
ibout how tQ beat address the 
nlerseclioiL of Canyon Ferry 
,nd Spokane Craek. roads — 
urchcr invest iearion may 
liow tha[ It ni^eds lo be com- 
ijelely recnnfiguredr 

A recent traffic count indi- 
aied thai the road logs aboui 
1^50 tripe per day. 

In addition, a ICt-year onaly- 
15 of wrecks along the roQie 
idicQtes [haE, in some areas, 
he jiccidenl rate Exceeds The 
talewLde average for tb« 
ural secondary system while 
nesavcrilyul' the wrecks is 
libb [ban Ihe klaTewide aver- 
ges Those Blatisllcs flip-flop 
n other areas cf ibe road. 

MDT officials explain that 
leiDBloriry of accidents along 
'anyon Ferry Road occur at 
iteriections — accjdenl sla- 
ves are bolstered by other 

'*^Vs occurring at seemingly 
■"cationa along the 

AugustjOn average."^ 

j£ Halaas's third- 
wettest month. Only 

Waj^and JiiriBarQ 

vretter< C^er ^he pas\ 

lOyear3,purALj0as^ 

rainfall h'as averaged 

1,l6lnqhes,flno tne 

fTionth has b rough! 

as much as 4,23 

jnchess 



road. 

While most people agree 
that Canyon Ferry Road aeeds 

improvtimenls, Giard admits 
tbal the fnmi Ihose lake 
depends heavily on how ihe 
public reecls to the proposal. 
Ht added ibcL Ibe ongoing 
consrrucuon project near the 
York and Canyon Ferry inler- 
^eclion ^^as, logislically, sim- 
ple — il involved a straigbl 
shot acrossaficid. 

The proposed prujeCT, how- 
ever, won'] prove lo be prob- 
lem free, 

"This is going to be a difri- 
CLih project," Citrd gald. "This 
IS a differenl project knbuild 
because of the close proximily 
nf people on sides on sotTie por- 
tions of the ruad." 

Accorduig to Giard, il will 
he neKi to impossible for MDT 
lo makotheprupo^ii^d improve- 
ments to [ht road \sil|ioLiL hav- 
ing to purchase right of way 
from area residents — a move 
Ibai wonld exiend MDT right- 
of-way into e listing yardsj In 
some cases. 

The department also is 
exploring an opilon of pucrin^ 
in curbs and (jtiTEera filoni por- 
tions of the road to cul down 
on the amouni of right of way 
necessary for the projecl, he 
said, 

A series of pvibhcmeeilngs 
will be scheduled todiscuES 
the iniphcations of the project 
end 10 t^kc pabHc comment 
regarding the plan. Construc- 
tion likely would be conducted 
tn cwo phases, 

"We're preny open right 
now where wc wanJ to go with 
it," Giard said. "Tae public 
could SEiy, 'Leaveit liheitia.' 
Bui I thjnlc they'll telE lib the 
same thing ii Ehey did with the 
current project — "Build it 
once and make it right.' " 

Lewis and Clark County 
CominiSBLOner Mike Murray 
said MOOT ha? ibe commis- 
sion 'a full gupporl. 

"Since the county lacked the 
rond dollars, this is probably 
the only way this road will 
evec be rebuitl," be Baid, 'The 
state is doing the couniy a 
great service by improving 
Canyon Ferry Koad." 



Helena 
Records 



Higti:iOa°in 1966 
Low: 4-0° in 1937 



MoonPhase 



98% lull 
Waxing 
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rered thicnderuTnrnis developed dc 
during ihe fiflernoon. 

£sr]y in [he day, ihundcniormd 
gusty wind atretehed eaass Nebri 
lions of lawa end Sputh Daitcits aci| 
Superior, 

By afieriiMn, the Ibe of atnrniy| 
noriheasrward, enLending from 
acroBS the northern half of Wlsooh| 
Upper PeninsulB. 

Mure thiin en Lnch of rain wes rt 
Minn.; Eau Claire and Bice Lake, 

The rakn was expected 10 move 
Qf l^linoia and Indiana during ihe 

Wednesday's temperfltures aruu 
ranged from a morning low of 30 a 
Park. Wyo,. lo a midday reading of 

Lottery Numbers 

!a.r„ivjj-.- '■. ■ :; - ■■■:f ■:.■.«»« 
l'c(M'i-|-ifil ^'l-.i -r. ^l .1^, ?Dwei 

Wild Card 7 -a -IS- 18-30, King of E 

Corrections 

If^iiu sfl? uinK^lhing inujnecLinlhe Indefandp 
pMaecslllhECltyaotkBlHY-ilOVl.WritlEn.- 
isnl 10 CorrecllDriSi P.a Bo. 4249, HalaiB. "T 
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Shodair: 'I am positive that it didn 




conllJiued fmni U 

Braun's duties were much dif- 
ferent when he first arrived 
aboutayear ago, 

"We kepi hoing loLd he's 
nol a doctor and ^I'ouldn'l be 
u^ing bi!^ name as a doctor, 
bul then we find him ailing 
eJiaclly in a therapeutic man- 
ner," she £aid, "He had direct 
therapeutic contact and ran 
Iherapy gri^up^ " 

Rii;.te[[ Clark, a former 
child-care worker in the chJI- 
dren'e unii, said Braun save 
Etaff direct ion on handling 
disruptive pa hen I a when a 
ataff paychiatriHt wasn't 
uvQilabler 

"That ptil him in a position 
of respunsLbiLiry for direct 
patieni care," he said, "There 
wdd a lotof p&tlenl contact In 
that poBiliofir He had occa- 
sions 10 talK with patiems," 

Anccber former employee 
in the children's uniln who 
spoke on condition of 
anonymity, said Braun had 
closed- door ie&sions with 
palients- 

"He mterviewed patienls to 



determine what was going on 
nith [ham and how tbcir day 
was going;' be Mid, "He 
ahoiild never have been 
allowed on ihe nnh " 

Jack Casey, hospital 
administrator, said Braun has 
never had peraonaL contact 
with pahenta or played a role 
in diagnosis or treatment in 
any of the Ihree pn^ltLons be 
has held at Shodair. 

"There's no way he was 
dobg any type of Ireotmem," 
Casey said. "I am positive 
[hat didn'l occur. Dor physi- 
cians wouldn'i hBve stood for 
it. They would have been in 
here jusi screaming." 

Casey said claims other- 
wise are lies by unhappy for- 
mer omployeus 

"Anytime you're deahng 
wiih employees and they 
become diigruniled, ihcy 
make allsort^of allegatLon^," 
he said. 

Howard Bdnton, Braun 'a 
atrorneyj declined lo com- 
ment, saying only that the for- 
mer employees "are not reli- 
able" 

Braun's profeGBiDnal pi'ob- 



lE-mi arose from hii ireai- 
menfof a womar and her tkto 
young children o%er a ^uv 
year pmod beRirning in 
19S6 The dispute centered 
around ErcpinienE oE nmhiplc- 
personality disorders usui^ 
repressed memory therapy. 

Braun, 59, was liued tty the 
woman, who weis diagnosed as 
having multiple personality 
disorder. Shi? claimed Bruun 
used dnii;s and hypnosis lo 
convince her she had 30t> per- 
sonalitleii, atu meailoaf made 
of human flesh and was a 
high priestess in a satanic 
cult. 

The lawsuit eventuaUy was 
settled for SIC. 7 million, bul 
Braun never admitted any of 
the elle^urlon^ against him. 

Two years Inler, Ihe lllinuis 
Department of Professional 
Regulation Ciied a mne-count 
complairii agflinai Braun. He 
agreed to a two-year suspen- 
sion of his medical license 
and five years probation The 
suspension endi Ocl 7. 
The former Shodair 
employees interviewed by the 
AP insisted Casey Is wmng in 
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MFC: Touch America 
spinoff, split coming 



ranllnuad fiom )k 

Gannon said he's confldcnr 
ibe deaJ will win approval. 

"There is a willingness, 
despite whal is Being por- 
trayed in Lhe media, In gel 
this resolved," Gannon said, 
"We Wfinr ii by yenr'fr end 
Moving forward means gel- 
ting the dea] done. Thai does 
nni auggeal it's a fall-out-of- 
bed scenario. We're going to 
gel it dune." 

Asked Beliesaa; "Whal if 
ytm don't get it done or the 
terms are onfavorable." 

Regarding the NorlhWest- 
ern sale, Gannon Lold how the 
separalionaf Touch America 
from MontfliJfl Power Is 
JmporianT far the future for 
Touch America so we will 
continue to examine whatcv - 
er alternatives we might have 
ID SLicceasfuhy separate 
-Touch America From Ihe 
Montane Power Co." Horth- 
Western is buying Muniara 
Power's gas and eleclrJcity 
dlstKhuiton and iran^miflAioD 
buslneas and will keep the 
MFC name. 

Touch Americe. now pan 
of MFC, will emerge a* ila 
own buainesa, while Montana 
Power will coniinue to be an 
eJectrictly and natural gas 
iransmlsaion and disiribuiioii 
companyr 

G-annon said Montana 
Power has no plan in place 
other Than upTlons d had con- 
sidered earlier — apmning off 
Touch America, splitting off 
Touch America or having an 
Initial price offering UPO). 

"Wk firmly believe the 
avenue of separation is the 
belter avenue for our share- 
holders, for our employees 



and Cor the sLaie of Montana, 
bul ii's not the only way," 
Gannon said. 

Gannon wa& a.'tked by 
another analyst about Ihe 
3D02 propose J referendum lo 
slnke down House Bill 47^, a 
controvei^ial law passed by 
Ihe 70DI Legislature fbat, 
among other things, guaran- 
teea Muntana Puwer Co. full 
cost recovery of any poiver 
supply purchnae cosls. 

Gannon said ailhough ihe 
referendum had been in the 
news, ballol issues are com- 
mon In Moniand, and any pos' 
atble vote on the liB^.^ refer- 
endum wag a long time away. 
At least three other ballot 
measures have been pro- 
posed. 

"While there ure some peo- 
ple who think it's a good idea 
Ito approve jc], there are a lot 
of people who think il would 
be aaJi^J' 
ing 'liTtl* d-XiV: :I"j- 
up with ibciac wiln lhe laner 
view. 

"Thiji (referendum) has 
iremendouB detrimefluicac- 
jequenccs," he said 

Bur he told (be as^tkfM* 
Lhat corporations hflveAv 
abilii>' to spend moaer 
positions on ballol 
Montana Power, G. 
will be "helping eJuiOM>*» . 
peopleof MonfHQi.",. ' ,- 

Gannon cmphflMiAttV 
Montana Pnwer l^JtMy 

where It i^ Eurijdaiqp 

powirr for hi^l 

jt TO custooiKvitir ._, 

. cahy. aa^m 
em phaiiaft'MiiP' 
going Mtap«>ri 
tion/ifl 



Stock: Glut < 
optics has 1 



conUjiuea ham ii 

enues fur its Telecommunica- 
tions business called Touch 
America ^^'ould rise 10 per- 
cent this ycAC. instead of the 
2S percejii earlitT fore cast 

Touch America ililJ 
remains the only profitable 
fibtfr uplic-nel^'orh 

Shared troubles 

The iiilecuLiiiDuniLiiiEJirDb 
sector MPC decided to /ocLi 
Dn hBi taken a serioufr hil D^'Cr 
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The Montana Departoifeit of TVanspOirtatit^, 
Lewis and Clark County and Robert Pecck and. 
Associates invite you to a puBic meeting to - 
^scuss and commeaaon^ identified, ;i ;■" 
alternatives for the "propose reccmsEructicm^df V 
Montana Secondary Hi;^m^43®,Cffl^eo^ft^ 
Road. The prqmsed recbflSmit^on is ^r^^e:^' 
Water Treatment Plant east to the intejiieijli^ 
with Sjjokane Creek Road. :nie ^l^feTCSedt; 
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We invite you to voice your comments on the 
^teraatives. For more inftmhadon or toarrange " 
special accommodations for otisaMlititu call- - ■■ 
494-9600 or l-80d.26l^Wi9. j --^ 
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The Montana Department of Transportation, 
Lewis and Clark County and Robert Peccia and 
Associates invite you to a public scoping meeting tOien 
discuss and determine the issues for the proposed '^^, 
reconstruction of Montana Secondary Highway 430, 
Canyon Feny Road. The proposed reconstruction i3(^'? 
frcfip the Water Treatment Plant east to the ;:;J 

in^Jsection of Spokane Creek Road. Reconfiguratiaa 
of^tfie Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane Creek Road 
inj^rsectibn will be considered in this project. 

^EOS ■ ■■! " . ■ 

, ,091 - -.Cl."^- ■■■■-■■ 

^ Be Heard | 

We invite you to voice your comments and 
concerns about the project. For more information or 
to arrange special accommodations for disabilities 
cali494-9600 or 1-800-335-7592. 

Wednesday, November 14, 2001 

Open House: 

4:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M. 

and 

Presentafion/nii potion & Answer 

7:00 P.M. to 9:00 P.M. , • 

R.H. Radley Elementary School Gymnasiui^ 
226 East Cliiiton 
East Helena, Montana 
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For furthier information or to 
be placed on the mailing 
list, please contact: 

Tom Cavanaugh, RE. 

Consultant Project Manager 

■ Robert Peccia and Associates 
P.O. 60x5653 
825 Custer Avenue 
Helena, MT 59604 
(406)447-5000 

■ FAX: (406) 447-5036 
tom@rpa-hln.com 

Jason Giard, RE. 

I Administrator, Butte District 

■ Montana Department of 
Transportation 

3751 Wynne 

P.O. 60x3068 

Butte, MT 59702-3068 

(406) 494-9600 or 

1-800-261-6909 

■ FAX: (406)494-4396 



Other opportunities available for you to 
become involved with this project are 
discussed below. 

□ RPAstaff may be contacted at any point 
in the process and are available to meet 
informally withi you to answer questions 
about the project. 

G Project information will be posted on 
RPA's website (www.rpa-hln.com). 

□ Other project newsletters will be 
distributed at key points in the process. 

□ The EA will be circulated for review and 
comment. 

□ A public hearing will be held after the EA 
is distributed for comment. 

□ One-on-one contacts will be held with 
property owners along the highway to 
discuss right-of-way and access 
management issues. 
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Canyon Ferry Road needs to be reconstructed due to the safety concerns 
associated with the present roadway, its deteriorated condition, the 
continuing traffic increase, and to be more compatible with the type of 
development that has and will likely occur along the route. The existing 
highway dates to the 1970s when a 24-foot-wide paved surface was 
installed over the old gravel road. Other than asphalt overlays and patches 
and the addition of minor safety features, no major improvements have 
been done to Canyon Ferry Road since it was paved. 

continued on next page 
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Applying asphalt overlays provides 
a temporarily smooth driving surface 
but does not correct tlie road's basic 
design problems. The lack of 
shoulders and turning lanes, steep 
roadside slopes, and poor sight 
distance due to sharp curves and 
hill-crests are key design 
deficiencies that must be corrected. 
m Additionally, the present road lacks 
I facilities for pedestrians and 
I bicyclists to safely travel within the 
^^TQject corridqE,_j 

Who's Involved With The 
Project? 

Canyon Ferry Road was nominated 
for reconstruction by Lewis and 
Clark County. Therefore, MOT will 
work closely with the County 
Commissioners and other staff over 
the duration of this project. MDT will 
administer the design and 
construction of the highway 
improvements. Once the project is 
built, MDT would also maintain the 
road. 

Robert Peccia and Associates 
(RPA), a consulting engineering firm 
from Helena, has been hired by 
MDT to complete design activities 
and develop the required 
environmental document. RPAwill 
coordinate the project with other 
interested agencies including; the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the 
Montana Department of 
Environmental Quality, the Montana 
Department of Natural Resources 
and Conservation, the Montana 
Department of Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks, and the Helena Valley 
Irrigation District. 

Public input will also be asked for 
and used to guide the development 
of the Canyon Ferry Road 
improvements. Meetings and 
presentations will be held to help 
MDT, the County, and RPA 
understand issues important to local 
residents, business owners, 
highway users, and interested 
persons. This information will 
determine the scope of analysis for 



the project's environmental 
document, and will help guide the 
project's development. Periodic 
reviews of completed work will allow 
the public and involved agencies to 
help refine the design for Canyon 
Ferry Road. 

What's the Current Status of the 
Project? 

The project is just beginning. In 
recent months, you may have seen 
land surveyors, utility locators, and 
crews doing soil boring along 
Canyon Ferry Road. These workers 
are in the process of documenting 
current conditions and developing 
detailed mapping of existing 
features needed for future design 
activities. Environmental specialists 
have already completed field work 
to help assess potential effects on 
wetlands, biological and cultural 
resources, and noise levels. 

RPA is also just beginning work on 
an Environmental Assessment (EA). 
The EA must be prepared to comply 
with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and the Montana 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). 
These Acts require federal and state 
agencies to consider reasonable 
alternatives and assess the possible 
impacts of their actions on the 
environment. The Canyon Ferry 
Road EA should be fully completed 
before the end of 2002. 



What Might the "New" Canyon 
Ferry Road Look Like? 

The proposed improvements to 
Canyon Ferry Road will address 
the present road's design 
deficiencies. However, the specific 
elements that will make up the 
design for the new road have not 
yet been established. The highway 
engineers and planners working on 
the project are considering a 
variety of design features including: 

D 4' to 8' foot-wide Paved 
Shoulders. The width of the 
shoulder to be provided 
depends greatly on traffic 
volumes and developments 
adjacent to the highway. Wider 
shoulders are preferable in the 
more developed area between 
the beginning of the project and 
Lake Helena Drive. 

□ Turning Lanes. Additional turn 
lanes may be appropriate at 
some intersections with high 
numbers of turning vehicles. A 
continuous center Two-Way- 
Left-Turn Lane (TWLTL) may be 
desirable in more densely 
developed areas with many 
closely spaced approaches. 

D Traffic Signals. Studies will be 
completed to determine if major 
intersections like Wylie Drive 
and Valley Drive warrant the 
installation of traffic signals. 



Anticipated Schedule 






























TASK 


o 


o 

■d 
o 






CM 

d 
—J 






< 


03 

in 








in 

(J 
O 




Scoping/Data Colleclion 




























■ 


^1 


^1 


Public Scoping Meeting 






♦ 






















Analysis of Alternatives 


■ 


^ 


^ 


^ 




















Meeting To Discuss Alternatives 










* 


















Prepare EA Document 






r~ 






1 


^ 














Agency/Public Review of EA 














■ 


^ 


■ 










Public Hearing on EA 


















+ 










Revise and Complete EA 


















^ 


^H 


^ 






Personal Landowner Contacts. 
Newsletters and Updates 




























l_ 




























Finalize Project's Design 
Ready Project for Construction 




























k 









□ Curb and Gutter. It may be 
desirable to include curb and 
gutter along the edge of the new 
road to contain its width and 
control storm drainage through 
developed areas of the corridor. 
Curb and gutter may be 
beneficial in reducing right-of- 
way needs by eliminating the 
need for roadside ditches. It 
could also lessen impacts on 
adjoining properties and 
minimize the need for utility 
relocations. 

D Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Facilities. The design for the 
new road may also include 
sidewalks for pedestrians, 
widened shoulders for bicyclists, 
or a multi-use path. 

D Limited Access Control. 

Controlling access points to the 
road would help alleviate traffic 
conflicts and provide for more 
uniform traffic flows. Access 
control may involve adjusting 
approach locations for safer 
alignments, eliminating 
unnecessary approaches, and 
combining multiple approaches. 

These preliminary design features 
will be discussed at the first public 
meeting. We would like your 
comments on these design features 
or other design ideas you feel 
should be examined during the 
development of this project. 

Will New Right-of-Way Be 
Required? 

Key design considerations for this 
project (particularly in the more 
densely developed part of the 
corridor) are to minimize additional 
right-of-way acquisition and utility 
relocations. Over much of the 
project area, the current right-of-way 
is only 60 feet wide and 
underground and overhead utilities 
exist next to the road. New right-of- 
way will likely be needed in 
developed areas if the road is 
widened to include paved 
shoulders, turn lanes and other 
provisions. 

East of Lake Helena Drive, the new 
road would likely be a "rural" design 



with flatter roadside slopes and 
ditches along the highway. Sharp 
curves on Canyon Ferry Road 
would also be eliminated in this area 
and the location of the road may 
change slightly. The intersection at 
Canyon Ferry Road with Spokane 
Creek Road also needs 
modifications. These changes 
would require substantially more or 
entirely new right-of-way. Right-of- 
way needs won't be known until we 
hear your input, and roadway 
design features and its future 
alignment are set. 




When Would Canyon Ferry Road 
be Rebuilt? 

Current expectations are to have 
any necessary right-of-way 
acquired, and construction plans 
ready in late 2005. Actual 
construction would probably not 
start until 2006. However, this date 
is dependent on the scope of the 
project and the availability of funds. 
Funding projections show the 
project may have to be built in two 
phases. The first phase would 
rebuild the road from the Water 
Treatment Plant to or slightly 
beyond Lake Helena Drive. A 
second phase would reconstruct the 
road east of Lake Helena Drive 
probably sometime after 2006. 



We Need Your Help! 

What is your vision for Canyon 
Ferry Road? How would you like to 
see the road improved? How would 
improving the road benefit or harm 
our community? What should the 
new road look like? What issues 
along the Canyon Ferry Road and 
connecting roads concern you? 
Your answers to these types of 
questions will help us Identify the 
most appropriate design and 
associated improvements to this 
important travel corridor. 

We can best understand your 
points of view if you choose to 
actively participate in the 
development of this project. We're 
providing several ways for you to 
participate in the development of 
the project and offer your 
comments. 

The most obvious way is to attend 
one of several public meetings that 
will be held. Our first public 
meeting will be held on 
November 14, 2001 at the R.H. 
Radley elementary school 
gymnasium in East Helena. An 
informal open house is scheduled 
for 4-6:00 p.m. A presentation will 
be held at 7:00 p.m. followed by a 
question and answer session. Staff 
of MDT, RPAand Lewis and Clark 
County will be on hand to discuss 
the project's current status, to listen 
to your concerns and suggestions, 
and to answer questions. 
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Applying asphalt overlays provides 
a temporarily smooth driving surface 
but does not correct tlie road's basic 
design problems. The lack of 
shoulders and turning lanes, steep 
roadside slopes, and poor sight 
distance due to sharp curves and 
hill-crests are key design 
deficiencies that must be corrected. 
m Additionally, the present road lacks 
I facilities for pedestrians and 
I bicyclists to safely travel within the 
^^TQject corridqE,_j 

Who's Involved With The 
Project? 

Canyon Ferry Road was nominated 
for reconstruction by Lewis and 
Clark County. Therefore, MOT will 
work closely with the County 
Commissioners and other staff over 
the duration of this project. MDT will 
administer the design and 
construction of the highway 
improvements. Once the project is 
built, MDT would also maintain the 
road. 

Robert Peccia and Associates 
(RPA), a consulting engineering firm 
from Helena, has been hired by 
MDT to complete design activities 
and develop the required 
environmental document. RPAwill 
coordinate the project with other 
interested agencies including; the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the 
Montana Department of 
Environmental Quality, the Montana 
Department of Natural Resources 
and Conservation, the Montana 
Department of Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks, and the Helena Valley 
Irrigation District. 

Public input will also be asked for 
and used to guide the development 
of the Canyon Ferry Road 
improvements. Meetings and 
presentations will be held to help 
MDT, the County, and RPA 
understand issues important to local 
residents, business owners, 
highway users, and interested 
persons. This information will 
determine the scope of analysis for 



the project's environmental 
document, and will help guide the 
project's development. Periodic 
reviews of completed work will allow 
the public and involved agencies to 
help refine the design for Canyon 
Ferry Road. 

What's the Current Status of the 
Project? 

The project is just beginning. In 
recent months, you may have seen 
land surveyors, utility locators, and 
crews doing soil boring along 
Canyon Ferry Road. These workers 
are in the process of documenting 
current conditions and developing 
detailed mapping of existing 
features needed for future design 
activities. Environmental specialists 
have already completed field work 
to help assess potential effects on 
wetlands, biological and cultural 
resources, and noise levels. 

RPA is also just beginning work on 
an Environmental Assessment (EA). 
The EA must be prepared to comply 
with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and the Montana 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). 
These Acts require federal and state 
agencies to consider reasonable 
alternatives and assess the possible 
impacts of their actions on the 
environment. The Canyon Ferry 
Road EA should be fully completed 
before the end of 2002. 



What Might the "New" Canyon 
Ferry Road Look Like? 

The proposed improvements to 
Canyon Ferry Road will address 
the present road's design 
deficiencies. However, the specific 
elements that will make up the 
design for the new road have not 
yet been established. The highway 
engineers and planners working on 
the project are considering a 
variety of design features including: 

D 4' to 8' foot-wide Paved 
Shoulders. The width of the 
shoulder to be provided 
depends greatly on traffic 
volumes and developments 
adjacent to the highway. Wider 
shoulders are preferable in the 
more developed area between 
the beginning of the project and 
Lake Helena Drive. 

□ Turning Lanes. Additional turn 
lanes may be appropriate at 
some intersections with high 
numbers of turning vehicles. A 
continuous center Two-Way- 
Left-Turn Lane (TWLTL) may be 
desirable in more densely 
developed areas with many 
closely spaced approaches. 

D Traffic Signals. Studies will be 
completed to determine if major 
intersections like Wylie Drive 
and Valley Drive warrant the 
installation of traffic signals. 
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□ Curb and Gutter. It may be 
desirable to include curb and 
gutter along the edge of the new 
road to contain its width and 
control storm drainage through 
developed areas of the corridor. 
Curb and gutter may be 
beneficial in reducing right-of- 
way needs by eliminating the 
need for roadside ditches. It 
could also lessen impacts on 
adjoining properties and 
minimize the need for utility 
relocations. 

D Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Facilities. The design for the 
new road may also include 
sidewalks for pedestrians, 
widened shoulders for bicyclists, 
or a multi-use path. 

D Limited Access Control. 

Controlling access points to the 
road would help alleviate traffic 
conflicts and provide for more 
uniform traffic flows. Access 
control may involve adjusting 
approach locations for safer 
alignments, eliminating 
unnecessary approaches, and 
combining multiple approaches. 

These preliminary design features 
will be discussed at the first public 
meeting. We would like your 
comments on these design features 
or other design ideas you feel 
should be examined during the 
development of this project. 

Will New Right-of-Way Be 
Required? 

Key design considerations for this 
project (particularly in the more 
densely developed part of the 
corridor) are to minimize additional 
right-of-way acquisition and utility 
relocations. Over much of the 
project area, the current right-of-way 
is only 60 feet wide and 
underground and overhead utilities 
exist next to the road. New right-of- 
way will likely be needed in 
developed areas if the road is 
widened to include paved 
shoulders, turn lanes and other 
provisions. 

East of Lake Helena Drive, the new 
road would likely be a "rural" design 



with flatter roadside slopes and 
ditches along the highway. Sharp 
curves on Canyon Ferry Road 
would also be eliminated in this area 
and the location of the road may 
change slightly. The intersection at 
Canyon Ferry Road with Spokane 
Creek Road also needs 
modifications. These changes 
would require substantially more or 
entirely new right-of-way. Right-of- 
way needs won't be known until we 
hear your input, and roadway 
design features and its future 
alignment are set. 




When Would Canyon Ferry Road 
be Rebuilt? 

Current expectations are to have 
any necessary right-of-way 
acquired, and construction plans 
ready in late 2005. Actual 
construction would probably not 
start until 2006. However, this date 
is dependent on the scope of the 
project and the availability of funds. 
Funding projections show the 
project may have to be built in two 
phases. The first phase would 
rebuild the road from the Water 
Treatment Plant to or slightly 
beyond Lake Helena Drive. A 
second phase would reconstruct the 
road east of Lake Helena Drive 
probably sometime after 2006. 



We Need Your Help! 

What is your vision for Canyon 
Ferry Road? How would you like to 
see the road improved? How would 
improving the road benefit or harm 
our community? What should the 
new road look like? What issues 
along the Canyon Ferry Road and 
connecting roads concern you? 
Your answers to these types of 
questions will help us Identify the 
most appropriate design and 
associated improvements to this 
important travel corridor. 

We can best understand your 
points of view if you choose to 
actively participate in the 
development of this project. We're 
providing several ways for you to 
participate in the development of 
the project and offer your 
comments. 

The most obvious way is to attend 
one of several public meetings that 
will be held. Our first public 
meeting will be held on 
November 14, 2001 at the R.H. 
Radley elementary school 
gymnasium in East Helena. An 
informal open house is scheduled 
for 4-6:00 p.m. A presentation will 
be held at 7:00 p.m. followed by a 
question and answer session. Staff 
of MDT, RPAand Lewis and Clark 
County will be on hand to discuss 
the project's current status, to listen 
to your concerns and suggestions, 
and to answer questions. 
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For furthier information or to 
be placed on the mailing 
list, please contact: 

Tom Cavanaugh, RE. 

Consultant Project Manager 

■ Robert Peccia and Associates 
P.O. 60x5653 
825 Custer Avenue 
Helena, MT 59604 
(406)447-5000 

■ FAX: (406) 447-5036 
tom@rpa-hln.com 

Jason Giard, RE. 

I Administrator, Butte District 

■ Montana Department of 
Transportation 

3751 Wynne 

P.O. 60x3068 

Butte, MT 59702-3068 

(406) 494-9600 or 

1-800-261-6909 

■ FAX: (406)494-4396 



Other opportunities available for you to 
become involved with this project are 
discussed below. 

□ RPAstaff may be contacted at any point 
in the process and are available to meet 
informally withi you to answer questions 
about the project. 

G Project information will be posted on 
RPA's website (www.rpa-hln.com). 

□ Other project newsletters will be 
distributed at key points in the process. 

□ The EA will be circulated for review and 
comment. 

□ A public hearing will be held after the EA 
is distributed for comment. 

□ One-on-one contacts will be held with 
property owners along the highway to 
discuss right-of-way and access 
management issues. 
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Canyon Ferry Road needs to be reconstructed due to the safety concerns 
associated with the present roadway, its deteriorated condition, the 
continuing traffic increase, and to be more compatible with the type of 
development that has and will likely occur along the route. The existing 
highway dates to the 1970s when a 24-foot-wide paved surface was 
installed over the old gravel road. Other than asphalt overlays and patches 
and the addition of minor safety features, no major improvements have 
been done to Canyon Ferry Road since it was paved. 

continued on next page 
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To Contact Us 

If you know of a neighbor or friend who is 
also interested in the Canyon Ferry Road 
Reconstruction Project, please have them 
contact us to be put on the mailing list. In 
addition, project newsletters can be 
viewed at the Consultant's website of 
www.rpa-hln.com Feel free to contact us 
with questions by: 

- Sending us a letter; 

- Calling either the Consultant or Montana 
Department of Transportation's Project 
Manager; 

- E-mail or; 
,-FAX 

Your comments are welcomed at any 
time! 




Contact the consultant's project 
manager, or the Department of 
Transportation's project manager at: 

Tom Cavanaughi, RE. 

Consultant Project Manager 
Robert Peccia and Associates 
PO. Box 5653 
825 Custer Avenue 
Helena, MT 59604 
(406) 447-5000 
FAX: (406) 447-5036 
tom@rpa-hln.com 

Jason Giard, P.E. 

Administrator, Butte District 

Montana Department of 

Transportation 

3751 Wynne 

PO. Box 3068 

Butte, MT 59702-3068 

(406) 494-9600 or 

1-800-261-6909 

FAX: (406) 494-4396 



We're working 
towards the next 
public meeting, 
we'll keep you 
posted! 



This newsletter was prepared by 
Robert Peccia and Associates, 
consulting engineers contracted 
by the Montana Department of 
Transportation for the design of 
this highway project, and 
development of its environmental 
document. 
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Canyon FertY Road Reconstruction Project 



The Existing Road Looks Like Tiiis 



EUsUnfl Rlght-of-Way WIdlh = 60' 




The existing highway lacks turn 
lanes. The addition of turn lanes 
would provide a safe area for 
turning vehicles. Steep roadside 
slopes and no shoulders present 
hazardous conditions for motorists 
who leave the roadway. 



A Conceptual Design Being Considered For Rural Area: 
Possible Three-Lane Highway with Dedicated Turn Lanes 
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This conceptual road section is 
being considered in the rural areas 
and areas of less roadside 
development. This section would 
provide widened shoulders, flatter 
roadside ditches and turn lanes 
where warranted. 
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A Conceptual Design Being Considered For Developed Area: 
Possible Three-Lane Highway (With Turn Lane) 
And Curb And Gutter 
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This conceptual road design would 
include curb and gutter. Curb and 
gutter is a treatment commonly 
used to reduce the amount of new 
right-of-way needed in developed 
areas. The need for roadside 
ditches would be eliminated but 
expensive buried pipes with outfall 
ditches would be required to convey 
runoff. 
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WhatYou'veToldUs 

To date, we've received over 100 comments by 
phone, letter, e-mail, and feedback about project 
issues fronn our first project meeting. 

Based on what we've heard, the issues or design 
considerations most important to this project are: 

B The current Travel Speed is too high for the 
amount and type of development between Wylie 
and Lake Helena Drives. Motorists should be 
encouraged to drive slower by including traffic 
calming measures. 

c The need for safe Bicycle travel must be 
addressed. 

c The existing highway is dangerous for 

pedestrians. Sidewalks or Paths should be 
included in the area between Wylie and Lake 
Helena Drives. 

G Your landscaping is important. It is not 

necessarily a question of cost to replace, but the 
time to develop mature landscaping in this 
climate. 

c Curb and Gutter is favored to reduce the overall 
construction width in the developed area between 
Wylie and Lake Helena Drives. 

c Consider improving safety for Mail delivery and 
retrieval. Sidewalks would allow residents to 
safely approach their mailbox and widened 
shoulders would allow for safer mail delivery. 
Relocating mailboxes into clusters at turnouts or 
pullouts away from traffic would also enhance 
safety. 

c The addition of Turn Lanes at major intersections 
and conflicting access points are a good idea. 

c Improving major intersections by installing 
Signals or constructing modern Roundabouts 

should be examined. 

c If project funding is limited, make the first priority 
the reconstruction of the Spokane Creek Road 
intersection and the segment between Wylie and 
Lake Helena Drives. 

c Improvements to the Spokane Creek Road 
intersection will not be easy due to the level of 
existing development, multiple access points, and 
rolling terrain. There is no suitable "quick fix" to 
solve the problems. 



What We've Been Doing 



We're moving forward with the project's design. We've 
completed detailed traffic analyses throughout the 
project. This will help us identify locations for turn 
lanes and other traffic improvements. Mapping and 
surveying required for our future design plans have 
been done. Fieldwork to identify cultural resources, 
wetlands and other biological resources has been 
finished. This work is necessary for our environmental 
assessment and preliminary design activities. This 
information, along with your comments will be 
considered as we develop and analyze various design 
options. 

Working Towards Another Meeting 

We're working towards holding a meeting in April to 
receive your input on the design ideas being 
considered. However, our progress on laying out the 
options for the corridor will dictate when we've 
reached the appropriate point to present this material 
to you. We'll present new displays showing greater 
detail of the treatments being considered, and how the 
proposed reconstruction may affect you. We'll inform 
you of the meeting's time, date and location by 
another newsletter. Advertisements of the meeting will 
also be published in the Helena Independent Record. 
We look forward to seeing you there! 

Lool( For A Newsletter on Access 
Management 

Another newsletter is in the works. It will discuss how 
this project will implement Access Management to 
help deal with problems of traffic congestion and 
accidents. The goals of access management are to 
make the road safer, function more efficiently, and 
provide a highway system that better serves local and 
commuter traffic. 

Access management along Canyon Ferry Road may 
affect your access by: 

c combining approaches where possible, 
c eliminating unused and/or unnecessary 

approaches, 
c moving adjacent property approaches to connect 

with other roads, 
c considering right turn in and right turn out only on 

some approaches, and 
c limiting construction of new approaches. 
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The existing highway lacks turn 
lanes. The addition of turn lanes 
would provide a safe area for 
turning vehicles. Steep roadside 
slopes and no shoulders present 
hazardous conditions for motorists 
who leave the roadway. 



A Conceptual Design Being Considered For Rural Area: 
Possible Three-Lane Highway with Dedicated Turn Lanes 
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This conceptual road section is 
being considered in the rural areas 
and areas of less roadside 
development. This section would 
provide widened shoulders, flatter 
roadside ditches and turn lanes 
where warranted. 
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A Conceptual Design Being Considered For Developed Area: 
Possible Three-Lane Highway (With Turn Lane) 
And Curb And Gutter 
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This conceptual road design would 
include curb and gutter. Curb and 
gutter is a treatment commonly 
used to reduce the amount of new 
right-of-way needed in developed 
areas. The need for roadside 
ditches would be eliminated but 
expensive buried pipes with outfall 
ditches would be required to convey 
runoff. 
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WhatYou'veToldUs 

To date, we've received over 100 comments by 
phone, letter, e-mail, and feedback about project 
issues fronn our first project meeting. 

Based on what we've heard, the issues or design 
considerations most important to this project are: 

B The current Travel Speed is too high for the 
amount and type of development between Wylie 
and Lake Helena Drives. Motorists should be 
encouraged to drive slower by including traffic 
calming measures. 

c The need for safe Bicycle travel must be 
addressed. 

c The existing highway is dangerous for 

pedestrians. Sidewalks or Paths should be 
included in the area between Wylie and Lake 
Helena Drives. 

G Your landscaping is important. It is not 

necessarily a question of cost to replace, but the 
time to develop mature landscaping in this 
climate. 

c Curb and Gutter is favored to reduce the overall 
construction width in the developed area between 
Wylie and Lake Helena Drives. 

c Consider improving safety for Mail delivery and 
retrieval. Sidewalks would allow residents to 
safely approach their mailbox and widened 
shoulders would allow for safer mail delivery. 
Relocating mailboxes into clusters at turnouts or 
pullouts away from traffic would also enhance 
safety. 

c The addition of Turn Lanes at major intersections 
and conflicting access points are a good idea. 

c Improving major intersections by installing 
Signals or constructing modern Roundabouts 

should be examined. 

c If project funding is limited, make the first priority 
the reconstruction of the Spokane Creek Road 
intersection and the segment between Wylie and 
Lake Helena Drives. 

c Improvements to the Spokane Creek Road 
intersection will not be easy due to the level of 
existing development, multiple access points, and 
rolling terrain. There is no suitable "quick fix" to 
solve the problems. 



What We've Been Doing 



We're moving forward with the project's design. We've 
completed detailed traffic analyses throughout the 
project. This will help us identify locations for turn 
lanes and other traffic improvements. Mapping and 
surveying required for our future design plans have 
been done. Fieldwork to identify cultural resources, 
wetlands and other biological resources has been 
finished. This work is necessary for our environmental 
assessment and preliminary design activities. This 
information, along with your comments will be 
considered as we develop and analyze various design 
options. 

Working Towards Another Meeting 

We're working towards holding a meeting in April to 
receive your input on the design ideas being 
considered. However, our progress on laying out the 
options for the corridor will dictate when we've 
reached the appropriate point to present this material 
to you. We'll present new displays showing greater 
detail of the treatments being considered, and how the 
proposed reconstruction may affect you. We'll inform 
you of the meeting's time, date and location by 
another newsletter. Advertisements of the meeting will 
also be published in the Helena Independent Record. 
We look forward to seeing you there! 

Lool( For A Newsletter on Access 
Management 

Another newsletter is in the works. It will discuss how 
this project will implement Access Management to 
help deal with problems of traffic congestion and 
accidents. The goals of access management are to 
make the road safer, function more efficiently, and 
provide a highway system that better serves local and 
commuter traffic. 

Access management along Canyon Ferry Road may 
affect your access by: 

c combining approaches where possible, 
c eliminating unused and/or unnecessary 

approaches, 
c moving adjacent property approaches to connect 

with other roads, 
c considering right turn in and right turn out only on 

some approaches, and 
c limiting construction of new approaches. 
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To Contact Us 

If you know of a neighbor or friend who is 
also interested in the Canyon Ferry Road 
Reconstruction Project, please have them 
contact us to be put on the mailing list. In 
addition, project newsletters can be 
viewed at the Consultant's website of 
www.rpa-hln.com Feel free to contact us 
with questions by: 

- Sending us a letter; 

- Calling either the Consultant or Montana 
Department of Transportation's Project 
Manager; 

- E-mail or; 
,-FAX 

Your comments are welcomed at any 
time! 




Contact the consultant's project 
manager, or the Department of 
Transportation's project manager at: 

Tom Cavanaughi, RE. 

Consultant Project Manager 
Robert Peccia and Associates 
PO. Box 5653 
825 Custer Avenue 
Helena, MT 59604 
(406) 447-5000 
FAX: (406) 447-5036 
tom@rpa-hln.com 

Jason Giard, P.E. 

Administrator, Butte District 

Montana Department of 

Transportation 

3751 Wynne 

PO. Box 3068 

Butte, MT 59702-3068 

(406) 494-9600 or 

1-800-261-6909 

FAX: (406) 494-4396 



We're working 
towards the next 
public meeting, 
we'll keep you 
posted! 



This newsletter was prepared by 
Robert Peccia and Associates, 
consulting engineers contracted 
by the Montana Department of 
Transportation for the design of 
this highway project, and 
development of its environmental 
document. 
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To Contact Us 

If you know of a neighbor or friend 
who is also interested in the 
Canyon Ferry Road Reconstruction 
Project, please have them contact 
us to be put on the mailing list. In 
addition, project newsletters can be 
viewed at the Consultant's website 
of www.rpa-hln.com Feel free to 
contact us with questions by: 

- Sending us a letter; 

- Calling either the Consultant or 
Montana 

Department of Transportation's 
Project Manager; 

- E-mail or; 
-FAX 

Your comments are welcomed at 
any time! 



Contact the consultant's project 
manager, or the Department of 
Transportation's project manager at: 

Tom Cavanaughi, P.E. 

Consultant Project Manager 
Robert Peccia and Associates 
P.O. Box 5653 
825 Custer Avenue 
Helena, MT 59604 
(406)447-5000 
FAX: (406)447-5036 
tom@rpa-hln.com 

Jason Giard, P.E. 

Administrator, Butte District 

Montana Department of 

Transportation 

3751 Wynne 

PC. Box 3068 

Butte, MT 59702-3068 

(406) 494-9600 or 

1-800-261-6909 

FAX: (406) 494-4396 
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The Next Public Meeting 

Please join us at the next public 
meeting! This meeting will be to 
discuss the alternatives 
identified, and the preferred 
treatments to reconstruct Canyon 
Ferry Road and the Spokane 
Creek Road intersection. 
I 
Meeting Date: Monday June 3, 2002 

Where: 

R.H. Radley Elementary School 

226 East Clinton 

East Helena, MT 

Wtien: 

4-6:00 pm Open-House 

7:00 Presentation 

Until 9:00 Open For Questions and 

Discussion. 
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What is Being Considered For 
The Reconstruction of Canyon 
Ferry Road? 



Canyon Ferry Road is a unique highway, made up of 
connected, yet different segments. The highway 
passes through both urban-lil<e and rural settings 
which may require different treatments to address the 
current highway's problems. 



Beginning Of Proiect to Wylie Drive 

The beginning of the project at Walter Drive will tie 
into the new segment recently completed. The new 
highway's top paved width at that location will match 
with what was just constructed, consisting of two 12- 
foot travel lanes and two B-foot shoulders. From that 
point east. Canyon Ferry Road will likely be widened 
to accommodate a 14-foot center left turn lane, or a 
center Two Way Left Turn Lane (TWLTL). The center 
turn lane will aid motorists to safely turn onto such 
approaches as Tizer Road or Baldy Drive. The 8-foot 
shoulders will accommodate the occasional bicyclist 
or pedestrian, and provide a safety area for an 
occasional broke-down vehicle. 



Presenf location of --...^ [* 
yaiir roadside fence ijl 
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, lie Drive to Lake Helena Drive 

■ People have commented during this project's scoping process that the greatest 
concern in this developed area is to minimize the new highway's width and 
additional right-of-way needs. Additional right-of-way will be required, but the 
goal is to minimize by recommending reconstruction to be the least width while 
maintaining desired safety improvements (turn lanes) and roadside amenities 
(sidewalk). In order to achieve the many needs, concrete curb and gutter wi 
likely be built in this segment to contain the width of the new road. In addition, 
the present consideration is to reduce the previously recommended 8-foot 
shoulder to 5-foot. A center TWLTL is highly recommended in this segment to 
allow motorists to safely turn into their driveways or onto major approach roads 
like Valley Drive or Lake Helena Drive. 




A sidewalk placed dlrecUy 

behind lie curb requires Ihe 
ieaslamourlnf ranm 
comparad to ali orher 
identified roadside 
Ireatmanls for padeslnans. 



Lake Helena Drive to Spokane Creek Road 

East of Lake Helena Drive, beyond the canal bridge, the new highway 
centerline will likely be shifted slightly south of its present location. The 
preference is to minimize impacts and additional right-of-way 
acquisition from the more numerous and developed properties north of 
the highway. Shifting the alignment south of its present location also 
will allow the new highway to be built within this area while maintaining 
traffic on the existing until construction is complete. This would reduce 
the cross-overs and motorist delays during construction. East of Hart 
Lane, the new alignment will likely be shifted slightly north of, or near 
its present location until approaching Spokane Creek Road. The 
intersection area at Spokane Creek Road will likely undergo a major 
reconfiguration similar to what is shown on the front page of this 
newsletter. 
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What is Being Considered For 
The Reconstruction of Canyon 
Ferry Road? 



Canyon Ferry Road is a unique highway, made up of 
connected, yet different segments. The highway 
passes through both urban-lil<e and rural settings 
which may require different treatments to address the 
current highway's problems. 



Beginning Of Proiect to Wylie Drive 

The beginning of the project at Walter Drive will tie 
into the new segment recently completed. The new 
highway's top paved width at that location will match 
with what was just constructed, consisting of two 12- 
foot travel lanes and two B-foot shoulders. From that 
point east. Canyon Ferry Road will likely be widened 
to accommodate a 14-foot center left turn lane, or a 
center Two Way Left Turn Lane (TWLTL). The center 
turn lane will aid motorists to safely turn onto such 
approaches as Tizer Road or Baldy Drive. The 8-foot 
shoulders will accommodate the occasional bicyclist 
or pedestrian, and provide a safety area for an 
occasional broke-down vehicle. 



Presenf location of --...^ [* 
yaiir roadside fence ijl 



=\W^\\ 



Xl 



, lie Drive to Lake Helena Drive 

■ People have commented during this project's scoping process that the greatest 
concern in this developed area is to minimize the new highway's width and 
additional right-of-way needs. Additional right-of-way will be required, but the 
goal is to minimize by recommending reconstruction to be the least width while 
maintaining desired safety improvements (turn lanes) and roadside amenities 
(sidewalk). In order to achieve the many needs, concrete curb and gutter wi 
likely be built in this segment to contain the width of the new road. In addition, 
the present consideration is to reduce the previously recommended 8-foot 
shoulder to 5-foot. A center TWLTL is highly recommended in this segment to 
allow motorists to safely turn into their driveways or onto major approach roads 
like Valley Drive or Lake Helena Drive. 




A sidewalk placed dlrecUy 

behind lie curb requires Ihe 
ieaslamourlnf ranm 
comparad to ali orher 
identified roadside 
Ireatmanls for padeslnans. 



Lake Helena Drive to Spokane Creek Road 

East of Lake Helena Drive, beyond the canal bridge, the new highway 
centerline will likely be shifted slightly south of its present location. The 
preference is to minimize impacts and additional right-of-way 
acquisition from the more numerous and developed properties north of 
the highway. Shifting the alignment south of its present location also 
will allow the new highway to be built within this area while maintaining 
traffic on the existing until construction is complete. This would reduce 
the cross-overs and motorist delays during construction. East of Hart 
Lane, the new alignment will likely be shifted slightly north of, or near 
its present location until approaching Spokane Creek Road. The 
intersection area at Spokane Creek Road will likely undergo a major 
reconfiguration similar to what is shown on the front page of this 
newsletter. 
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To Contact Us 

If you know of a neighbor or friend 
who is also interested in the 
Canyon Ferry Road Reconstruction 
Project, please have them contact 
us to be put on the mailing list. In 
addition, project newsletters can be 
viewed at the Consultant's website 
of www.rpa-hln.com Feel free to 
contact us with questions by: 

- Sending us a letter; 

- Calling either the Consultant or 
Montana 

Department of Transportation's 
Project Manager; 

- E-mail or; 
-FAX 

Your comments are welcomed at 
any time! 



Contact the consultant's project 
manager, or the Department of 
Transportation's project manager at: 

Tom Cavanaughi, P.E. 

Consultant Project Manager 
Robert Peccia and Associates 
P.O. Box 5653 
825 Custer Avenue 
Helena, MT 59604 
(406)447-5000 
FAX: (406)447-5036 
tom@rpa-hln.com 

Jason Giard, P.E. 

Administrator, Butte District 

Montana Department of 

Transportation 

3751 Wynne 

PC. Box 3068 

Butte, MT 59702-3068 

(406) 494-9600 or 

1-800-261-6909 

FAX: (406) 494-4396 
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The Next Public Meeting 

Please join us at the next public 
meeting! This meeting will be to 
discuss the alternatives 
identified, and the preferred 
treatments to reconstruct Canyon 
Ferry Road and the Spokane 
Creek Road intersection. 
I 
Meeting Date: Monday June 3, 2002 

Where: 

R.H. Radley Elementary School 

226 East Clinton 

East Helena, MT 

Wtien: 

4-6:00 pm Open-House 

7:00 Presentation 

Until 9:00 Open For Questions and 

Discussion. 
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Canyon Ferry Road; STPS 430-1 (5) 1 



Environmental Assessment 



Appendix D: "Nationwide" Section 4(f) 
Evaluation Form and Attachments 



MONTANA DIVISION 
"NATIONWIDE" SECT/O/V 4Cf; EVALUATION FOR MINOR IMPACTS 

ON 

HISTORIC SITES 

EXCLUDING HISTORIC BRIDGE REPLACEMENTS 

Project #STPS 430-1 f5H. (P.M.S. C.N.#4440) Date: May 5. 2003 

Project Name: CANYON FERRY ROAD Location: Project Area Irrigation Ditches 

24LC1691 -24LC1698 
Lewis and Clark County. Montana 

Eight historic irrigation ditches or systems were recorded within the Canyon Ferry Road project 
during October 2001. These ditches were identified and recorded as sites 24LC1691 (unnamed ditch)- 
24LC1692 (Company Slough Ditch); 24LC1693 (Prickly Pear Ditch); 24LC1694 {unnamed ditch)- 
24LC1695 (Merritt-Gross Ditch); 24LC1696 (Stockburger Ditch); 24LC1697 (Peopping Ditch); and 
24LC1 698 (Smith Ditch). All of the irrigation ditches are small, private conveyances believed to be built 
approximately fifty years ago. Most are still in operation, although the Poeping. Smith, and one branch 
of the Stockburger Ditch have been abandoned. A map showing the location of these sites is attached. 

IVIDT's 1993 Amended Programmatic Agreement regarding the treatment of historic irrigation ditches 
affected by highway construction projects in Montana, eliminates the need to evaluate the NRHP 
eligibility status for these historic features. A copy of the 1 993 Programmatic Agreement is attached. 

The proposed project would impact existing irrigation ditch crossings of Canyon Ferry Road and 
would require the installation of new metal or concrete culverts beneath the road at each location 
where the new highway will cross the irrigation ditches. For the purposes of the Programmatic 
Agreement, structures associated with existing roads and built with the reconstructed roadway are 
considered to be features of the roadway and not of the intersecting irrigation systems. 

Any response in a box requires additional information. Consult the ■'Nationwide" Section 4(f) Evaluation criteria. 

YES NO 

[_] 



NOTE: 



1 . Is the 4(f) site adjacent to the existing highway? ~X 

2. Does the proposed project require the removal or alteration of historic 

structures, and/or objects? j-— 1 y 

3. Does the proposed project disturb or remove archaeological resources 

which are important to preserve in-piace rather than to recover? Q X 

4. is the impact on the ^ff; site considered minor (i.e.: no effect; or 

no adverse effect)? ^ 



U 



5. Has the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) agreed in writing 

with tine assessment of impacts, and the proposed mitigation? X M 

As specified in the 1993 Amended Programmatic Agreement regarding 
Historic irrigation ditches affected by highway construction projects in 
Montana. 

6. Is the proposed action under an Environmental impact Statement ( E.I. 5. )? Q X 

7. Is the proposed project on a new iocation? [xj 
The new road will be built following the existing alignment from the project's 
beginning to RP 4.2. The new road would follow an offset alignment through 

the rural section of the project corridor. The Canyon Ferry Road/Spokane Creek 
Road intersection of will be totally reconfigured. 

■ "1 - Canyon Ferry Road Irrigation Ditches 



NOTE: Any response in a box requires additional information. Consult the "Nationwide' Section 4(f} Evaluation criteria. 

8. The Scope-ol-Work for the proposed project is one of tfie following: JL. U 

a Improved traffic operation; 

b) Safety improvements; 

c) 3R; 

d) Bridge replacement on essentially ttie same alignment; or 

e) Addition of lanes. (Left and right turn lanes) 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

YES NO 

1 . The "do-nothing" ALTERNATIVE has been evaluated, and is not „ 
considered to be feasible and prudent. (SEE Part 111 of the EA) X LJ 

The existing roadway and its bridges have physical deficiencies that 
contribute to reduced safety for users of Canyon Ferry Road. The road's 
substandard width, steep roadsides, and presence of obstructions within 
the clear zone are related ic the design of the road and can be corrected 
only by reconstruction. 

2. An ALTERNATIVE has been evaluated on the existing alignment which 
improves the highway without any 4(f) impacts, and is also not considered to 

be feasible and prudent. (SEE Part 111 of the EA) JL. U 

Rebuilding Canyon Ferry Road on the existing alignment would be possible. 
However, the Identified ditches would still be crossed by the new highway. 

3. An ALTERNATIVE on a new location avoiding the 4(0 site has been evaluated. 

and is not considered to be feasible and prudent. (SEE Part III of the EA) _X_ LJ 



Shifting the alignment north or south of the existing highway would require 
crossings of each of these irrigation ditches. 



NO 



MINIMIZATION OF HARM 

1 . The proposed project includes all possible planning to minimize hann. JL LJ 

2. Measures to minimize harm include the following: JL LJ 

The alignment of the proposed project will typically follow the existing 

alignment in the vicinity of these irrigation ditches thereby minimizing 
impacts to these historic features. 

COORDINATION 

1 . The proposed project has been COORDINATED with the following: 

a) SHPO (July 29, 1993 - Programmatic Agreement) 
February 14, 2002 - NRHP Eligibility determinations concurrence 
January 3, 2003 - NRHP Eligibility determinations concurrence 

b) Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
{August 16, 1993 - Programmatic Agreement) 

c) Property owners (Public meetings November 2001/June 2002) 

d) Local/State/Federal agencies 
(FHWA - July 20, 1993/July 23, 1993 - Programmatic Agreement) 
BOR - May 10, 2002 Helena Valley Irrigation Unit 

BOB - December 19, 2002 Helena Valley Irrigation Unit 

- 2 - Canyon Ferry Road Irrigation Ditches 
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U 


X 


f 1 


X 

X 


I 1 



2. One of the preceding had the following comment(s) regarding this proposed project. 

and/or the mitigation: 

Main canais and laterals associated with the Bureau of Reclamation's Heiena Valley Irrigation Unit 
(24LC1 062) would be impacted by the proposed highway project. MDT's 1993 Amended Programmatic 
Agreement regarding the treatment of historic Irrigation ditches does not cover the BUREAU'S 
irrigation features. Therefore, a determination of NHRP eligibility is typically required for the Helena 
Valley Irrigation Un it (24LC1 062). However, coordination with the Bureau of Reclamation indicates the 
proposed highway project would not Impact 24LC1062 in a manner that would make ft ineligible for 
the NRHP. In a letter Dated December 1 8, 2002, the Bureau also agreed with the conclusion presented 
in the November 2002 supplemental cultural resources report that the Helena Valley Irrigation Unit Is 
not NRHP-eligible because of its recent construction. 

SUMMARY 

The proposed action is preferred because the No Build Alternative does not satisfy the specified purpose and 
need for improving Secondary Highway 430 east of Helena. The No Build Alternative does not meet the 
traveling public's needs because it does not address the deficient surface width associated with the road and 
its bridges and does not eliminate or reduce other identified conditions that contribute to safety and operation 
problems on the existing roadway. The No Build Alternative does not provide a traffic facility consistent with all 
MDT design standards for Rural Collectors on H^ontana's Secondary Highway System. 

Rebuilding the road on an alignment similar to that of the existing highway could be accomplished, however, 
this alternative would not avoid the minor effects to the identified irrigation ditches. Similarly, shifting the 
alignment of Canyon Ferry Road would also require crossings of these historic ditches. The design and 
location alternatives considered for this proposed project are described in Part 111 of the EA. Therefore, no 
feasible and prudent alternatives exist to avoid the minor effects associated with reconstructing Canyon Ferry 
Road in the vicinity of as sites 24LC1691 {unnamed ditch); 24LC1692 (Company Slough Ditch); 24LC1693 
(Prickly Pear Ditch); 24LC1694 {unnamed ditch); 24LC1695 (IVIerritt-Gross Ditch); 24LC1696 (Stockburger 
Ditch); 24LC1697 (Peopping Ditch); and 24LG1698 (Smith Ditch). 

Part III of the attached Environmental Assessment describes the alternatives considered by MDT and the 
analysis used to identify a preferred alternative for this proposed project. The proposed action meets all 
criteria regarding the required Alternatives, Coordination, and Measures to Minimize Harm. All possible 
planning to minimize harm to the identified irrigation ditches has been undertaken and will be incorporated in 
this proposed project. This proposed project therefore complies with the December 23, 1 986 Final 
NaiionwideSecf/on4C9 Evaluation by the U.S. Department of Transportation's Federal Highway 
Administration. 

APPROVAL 

This document is submitted pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 303 and in accordance with the provisions of 16 U.S.C. 470f. 



U. TCZ^ Date: (Jo/o:, 

7pf 7 I / 



m A. Riley, P.E. 
Engineering Section Sup^sor 
'MDT Environmental Services 



i^S 



Cb. 



Approved: C_X^^M^^ >9lz^>^^ Date: <^/9/03 

Federal Highway Administration 
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Rgure 6. Locations of recorded hisloric sites along Canyon Feriy Road; irrigation ditches marked by triangles only at points where they cross the road. 



AMENDED PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 

AMONG 

THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION, 

AND THE MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

REGARDING THE TREATMENT OF HISTORIC IRRIGATION DITCHES 

AFFECTED BY HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION IN MONTANA 



WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration, Montana Division and Western Federal Lands Highway 
Division (FHWA), propose to make Federal Aid funding available to the Montana Department of 
Transportation (MDT) for that agency's ongoing program to construct or rehabilitate highways and to make 
Federal funding available for the Public Lands Highway Program in the state of Montana, and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA has determined that this federally-assisted program may have an effect upon a 
certain class of properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places 
and has consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council) and the Montana State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuant to Section 800.13 of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) 
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 470f); and 

WHEREAS, the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) participated in the consultation and has 
been invited to concur in this Programmatic Agreement; 

NOW THEREFORE, the FHWA, the Council, and the Montana SHPO agree that the program addressed in 
this Programmatic Agreement shall be administered in accordance with the following stipulations to satisfy 
the FHWA's Section 106 responsibility for all mdividual undertakings of the program. 

Stipulations 

The FHWA will ensure that the following measures are carried out: 
General Notes: 

A) The term "Irrigation Ditches" applies to iirigation ditches and ancillary structures such as, but not 
limited to, concrete ditch linings, intake headgates, overflow structures, flumes and siphons. 

B) The procedures in this Programmatic Agreement will be followed without regard to the ownership or 
length of the irrigation ditches addressed in this Agreement 

1) MDT will assist the FHWA in meeting the compliance requirements of 36 CFR Section 800.4 
through 800.6, as applicable, for those highway construction projects affecting irrigation 
ditchreiated structures that are 50 years or older. For the purpose of this Programmatic 
Agreement, structures associated with existing roads and built as part of the roadway, such as 
metal or concrete culverts, will be considered to be features of the roadway and not of an 
intersecting irrigation system. 

2) MDT will assist the FHWA in meeting the compliance requirements of 36 CFR Section 800.4 
through 800.6, as applicable, when the affected irrigation ditch has been abandoned, i.e., is no 
longer operational and operated. In such circumstances, the requhements of Section 106, as 
implemented by 36 CFR Part 800, will be met whether or not ditch-related structures will be 
impacted. 
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3) - MDT will assist the FHWA in meeting the compliance requirements of Section 106 of the 

Act, as implemented by 36 CFR Part 800, for those projects affecting irrigation ditches and 
associated structures, if any, previously listed on or determined eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

4) When operational irrigation ditches without structures in the construction-impact area will be 
rechanneled during highway construction, MDT will comply with the following procedures; 

a) Simplified inventory forms employing a format approved by the SHPO will be used to 
describe the feature. The forms will provide an assigned Smithsonian site number, the 
ditch's name, legal description, a history and map of the ditch taken from the 
appropriate Montana Water Resources Survey publication or other readily available 
published source and MDT's assigned project name and number. 

b) Such ditches will not be evaluated agamst the criteria of the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

c) It is understood that determinations of effect, alternative project designs to avoid 
impact or mitigation of effect (other than continued ditch operation) will not be done 
by MDT or FHWA. 

d) Irrigation ditches not identified by name in appropriate Montana Water Resources 
Survey publication will not be considered under any circumstances. 

5) The Council and the SHPO may monitor activities carried out pursuant to this Programmatic 
Agreement, and the Council will review such activities if so requested by a signatory to this 
Agreement or by a member of the public. FHWA will cooperate with the Council and the 
SHPO in carrying out their monitoring and review responsibilities. 

6) Any party to this Programmatic Agreement may request that it be amended, whereupon the 
parties will consult in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800. 13 to consider such amendment. 

7) Any part to this programmatic Agreement may terminate it by providing, in writing, forty-five 
(45) days notice to the other parties, provided that the parties will consult during the period 
prior to termination to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid 
termination. In the event of termination. FHWA will comply with 36 CFR Part 800.4 through 
800.6 with regard to individual undertakings covered by this programmatic Agreement. 

8) If a dispute arises regarding implementation of this Programmatic Agreement, FHWA will 
consult with the objecting party to resolve the dispute. If any consulting party determines that 
the dispute cannot be resolved, FHWA will request the further comments of the Council 
pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(b). Any council comment provided in response to such a 
request will be taken into account by the FHWA m accordance with 36 CFR Sections 800.4 
through 800.6 with regard to individual undertakings covered by this Programmatic 
Agreement. 

Execution and implementation of this Prograaunatic Agreement evidences that the FHWA has satisfied its 
Section 106 responsibilities for all individual undertakings of the program. 

This amended programmatic Agreement encompasses the entire agreement between the parties and 
replaces any agreements previously negotiated regarding this undertaking. 
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WESTERN FEDERAL LANDS fflGHWAY DIVISION, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

By: James N Hall Date: 7/20/93 

MONTANA DIVISION. FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
By: DC Lewis Date: 7/23/93 

MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFHCER 
By: Marcella Sherfv Date: 7/29/93 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
By: Robert P. Bush Date; 8/16/93 

CONCUR 

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
By: Edrie Vinson Date: 7/29/93 

TB:Q:ISB:398.gg 
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